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SITTING OF VEDNESDAY, 24 MARCH 1982
Contents
Il.
2.
3.
Mrs Castle; Mr oon der
Mr Forth; Mr Harris;
Wing; Mrs Castle;
Mr Tuckman; Mr
Resumption of the session
Deadline for tabling amendments:
with debate, to tbe Commissiory by Mr
Diana and others (Doc. 1-9/82) and by Mr
Bangemann (Doc. 1 
- 
I 0/82) :
Mr Curry; Mr Adonnino; Mr Collins; Mr
Cohen; Mr De Keersmaeker (Council); Mr
Dakager (Commission); Mr Glinne; Mr Tol-
man; Mr Prooan; Mr Vitale; Mr Louarcs; Mr
Mouchel; Mr Skoomand; Mr Pesmazoglou;
Mr Vlohjer
I propose, as regards the repon by Mr Hopper, on the
mandate of 30 May, that we extend the deadline for
tabling amendments until this evening, 24 March
1982, at 6 p.m.
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Castle.
Mrs Castle. 
- 
It is quite clear from our bulletin that
the deadline for the Hopper repofl was also supposed
to have lapsed at 8 o'clotk yeiterday. Therefoii it is
clear that in the case both of the Hopper report and of
the Curry report, it is open ro this Parliamenr to
decide rc change the deadline and I am moving,
Mr President, that the deadline for amendments to the
Curry repon should also be 6 o'clock tonight. I do so
for rwo reasons. One, I think we would agree that the
Curry repon is the main business we have got before
us today. The fact is that that repon in its amended
form was not available to us until we arrived rcday and
were able then to see what it. was we were amending.
Now I had a number of amendments myself which I
put before the Committee on Agriculture and it was
impossible to re-table them until I knew the new order
of the repon and saw it in ia amended form. There-
fore, with the full support of the Socialist Group, I am
Enight; Mr Diana
Fixing of agicaltural prices - Report (Doc.
1-30/82) b MrCurry and oral questions
IN THE CFIAIR : MR DANKERT
Presidcnt
(The sitting ans opened at 5 p.m.)
l. Resumption of the session
Prcsideot. 
- 
I declare resumed the session of the
European Parliament which was adjourned on
12March 1982.1
2. Deadlinefor tabling amendments
President. 
- 
I would remind you rhar rhe deadline for
ubling amendments on Mr Curry's reporr on agricul-
tural prices expired yesterday, 23 March 1982, at 8
P.m.
I Approval of minutes 
- 
Documents received 
- 
Aurhori-
zation to draw up reports 
- 
Texts of Treaties forwarded
by the Council 
- 
Order of business: See minutes.
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appealing to this Parliament to give us time to put in
amendments and rc accept the fact that it would be
quite intolerable for us to be expected to have
amended a report which was not available in time for
us to do it earlier. I move that very sincerely and I do
hope that everybody in this Chamber who is anxious
for this Parliament to function effectively will extend
the same flexibility to the Curry report as is being
recommended in the case of the Hopper report.
President. 
- 
I think, if I were to be very formal, you
would have to propose it one hour before the pan-
session. I propose it now but I think it is within the
agenda so from that point of view one could probably
discuss it. I would point out that if your proposal is
accepted, it will be impossible to have the debate with
the amendmenrc and it will be difficult to have the
amendments ready in time even for the vote so it
would create some problems on the order of the vote.
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von der Vring. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, I have diffi-
culty in undersunding the Rules of Procedure and the
procedure you a(e applying here. Rule 53(3) states
that on a proposal from the President, Parliament may
fix a time limit for the mbling of amendmenrc. The
President can propose this time limit now and Parlia-
ment will vo[e on it. But how can [he President roday
propose a time limit which elapsed yesterday?
President. 
- 
In the Minutes of the sining of 12 March
1982 which you have just approved, you will see on
page 48, paragraph l6:
On a proposal from the President, Parliament
decided to'set the deadline for tabling amend-
ments to the Curry report on agricultural prices
and the Hopper report on the 30 May mandate,
entered on the agenda for this pan-session, at 8
p.m. on Tuesday, 23 March 1982.
This was proposed and agreed at the last pan-session.
A little while back I proposed that we extend the dead-
line for tabling amendments ro the report. Funher to
Mrs Castle's request, I now propose that we also set
for 6 p.m. this evening the deadline for tabling amend-
ments to the Curry report.
(Parliament rejected Mrs Castle\ request)
I call Mrs Castle.
Mrs Castle. 
- 
In view of that spiritless decision by this
Parliament, refusing to defend the right of backbench
MPs, can we refer to the Committee on rhe Rules of
Procedure and Petitions the decision that in future a
deadline shall not be fixed for the tabling of amend-
ments until we know on what date we are going to
receive the report we are supposed rc amend? I sug-
gest it is quite intolerable 
- 
makes a nonsense of this
already difficult place 
- 
to be expected to amend
something one has not received. It makes a nonsense
of the whole show and I am ashamed of my fellow-
Britishers for not seeing it.
President. 
- 
Mrs Castle, I am quite willing to propose
to the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
tions that they look into this problem. At the same
time I have to say that we have 330 amendments
already tabled.
I call Mr Fonh.
Mr Forth. 
- 
I would have expected, Mr President,
that you would also put to the vote your proposal for a
change in the deadline for the Hopper report.
Rule 53(3) says that on a proposal from the President,
Parliament may fix a time limit. I must say, Mr Presi-
dent, you have not explained why you are making the
proposal in one case and not in the other. So I would
invite you to explain why you are making the change
in the Hopper deadline and then put that to the vote
as well.
President. 
- 
Yes, I can explain that. It was at the
request of the Socialist Group that the chairmen of the
political troups meeting this afternoon agreed to
postpone the deadline on the Hopper report. I think it
is rcchnically feasible because there are not too many
amendments on the Hopper report and Hopper will be
discussed only tomorrow night so tha[ rhe debate can
take place with the amendments in the possession of
the Members. That was the reason for which we hon-
oured the request by the chairman of rhe Socialist
Group. You asked for a vote on that. You are perfectly
endtled to do so. I put the change in the deadline for
the Hopper report to the vote.
(Parliament adopted the proposal to extend the deadline
for tabling amendments to the Hopper repon)
I call Mr Harris.
Mr Harris. 
- 
Mr President, funher to Mrs Castle's
point of order and her attack on the British Conserva-
tive Members, would you please confirm that the Bri-
dsh Conservative Members in the European Demo-
cratic Group turned up yesterday and had a group
meering in order to determine their position on the
amendments to be mbled to the Curry report? Presu-
mably the British Labour Members in the Socialist
Group could have done exactly the same.
President. 
- 
Mr Harris, you are right. The repon was
available on Monday and there were some groups,
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amongst them yours, who discussed the amendments
yesterday.
I call Mr Tuckman.
Mr Tuckman. 
- 
Mr President, I have a slightly dif-
ferent point, but also to do with the dming of our
work. I have asked various people, including the
Secretary-General of the Parliament, whether we
could have the timenble for committee meerings
during the second half of the year. There are those of
us who also like to do our work with the electorate at
large, and I am quite unable to say what I can and
cannot come to. Could you help us in this, please?
President. 
- 
!(/e will mke up the matter with the
chairmen of the committees to see what the situation
is.
I call Mr Enright.
Mr Endght. 
- 
Rule 5+ (l) (a) says rhar no amend-
ment shall be admissible 'if it does not relate in any
way to the text which it seeks to amend'. Vill the
President assure us that his staff will carefully examine
all the amendments to the Curry report, because many
of them were made before the final text of that report
was available and therefore may prove to be absolute
nonsense, and will he allow us to object ro amend-
ments if his staff do not manage to weed out the large
number of those amendments which are clearly out of
date and refer to the original and not the subsequent
rePort?
President. 
- 
Yes, Mr Enright, that is a very legitimate
idea. The services which deal with amendments will do
that and get in touch with the groups in those cases
where they think their amendments are not related to
the text as now tabled.
I call Mr Diana.
Mr Diana. 
- 
(17) Mr President, I do not think that
this is anything new. Half an hour after the last meet-
ing, which was also attended by Mrs Castle, I had the
text of the Curry repon by simply deleting the para-
graphs which had been rejected and insening the new
ones ...
(Apphase)
If Mrs Castle had done the same thing, she too could
have had the text. I do not see that this is any different
from previous occasions.
(Applaase)
Prcsident. 
- 
Mr Diana, I take note of your state-
ment.l
3. Fixing of agicuhural pices
President. 
- 
The next item is the repon (Doc. 1-30l
82), by Mr Curry, on behalf of the Committee on
Agriculture on the proposals from the Commission to
the Council (Doc. l-1033181) on the fixing of prices
for certain agricultural products and on certain related
measures (1982/1983). Also included with debarc:
- 
Oral question with debate (Doc. l-9/82) by
Mr Diana and others, to the Commission:
Subject: The CAP and American methods of financing
agriculture
At regular and increasingly frequent intervals, the
Reagan Administration severely criticizes the Com-
munity, and panicularly the CAP, for the subsidies it
grants to its own farmers.
However, public intervention in agriculture is a well-
established principle and a necessary one if the first
and most fundamental need of the world's population
is to be satisfied.
To this end, Article XVI of GATT explicitly author-
izes expon subsidies for basic producr, even after pro-
cessing.
A Commission delegation recently went to Vashing-
ton to take part in a hearing on the CAP, scheduled to
take place on 11 February at the American Senate.
L Can the Commission inform Parliament of
[he outcome of this hearing?
2. Can the Commission give Parliament an
account of she methods used to finance
American agriculture?
- 
The oral question with debate (Doc. 1-10182)
by Mr Bangemann, on behalf of the Liberal
and Democratic Group, to the Commission:
Subject: Menetary union and future of the CAP
Is the Commission aware of the contradicdon between
the stated desire to abolish MCAs and the recent
introduction of new negative MCAs?
Does the Commission not believe that moneary union
is vital to safeguard the CAP and therefore the Com-
munity?
Does the Commission not fear that too low an
increase in prices will lead to an increase in national
aids?
I Speaking time: Sec minutes.
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Does the Commission not consider that, without grea-
ter convergence between the budgetary, monetary,
financial and economic policies of the Member States,
every fixing of farm prices will continue to be unfair
for some Member States?
I call the rapporteur.
Mr Curry, rapporteilr. 
- 
Mr President, the Committee
on Agriculture has set a clear, sharp and urgent chal-
lenge to this House. It has voted for the CAP, rhe
whole CAP and nothing but the CAP. Ir has set our a
maximalist position. It has voted against any form of
discouragement of production. It voted, at the invita-
tion of the rapponeur, to abolish the dairy coresponsi-
biliry ler.y, but did not follow the rapponeur in setting
a lower price-increase in this sector than proposed by
the Commission. It voted for the extension of heavy
support schemes to crops for which rhey do not pre-
sently exist, notably in the Mediterranean area. It
voted for significantly increased protection against
impons by means of levies, and it voted to impose
impbn duties unilaterally, failing voluntary agreement,
on cenain impons in the sectors of oils and fats and
cereals substitutes whose conditions of entry are
bound by international treaty, including the GATT.
The committee rejected the rapponeur's plea to
recommend a sector by sector increase in prices and to
resist the seduction of an average price increase. For
this reason, it rejected all the rapponeur's proposed
changes to the Commission texm themselves, arguing
that its job was ro ser a general political indicator of
the desired prices increase, not to be involved in its
application. The amendment to set a general price
increase oI 16.30/o according rc rhe objective method,
defined so as to permit some recovery of ground lost
over the previous three years, was lost by a very nar-
row margin, and the committee voted for a 740/o
lncrease.
The proposals made by the rapponeur contain cenain
key elements which it is essential to ou[line if the com-
mittee's response is to be understood. The rapponeur's
essential points were as follows. \fle should respecr rhe
principle that increases in spending on agriculture
should not exceed increases in the Community's own
resources in the interests of permitting policies in other
areas to develop. But Parliamenr should bear in mind
that its own constitutional power rests upon the right
to determine to some extent policy priorities in non-
obligatory expenditure and that the more resources
are taken for agriculture, the less are available for
other actitivities. The Community's financial liability
for production should be limited by setting target
quantities in line with the Parliament's own recom-
mendation conrained in the Plumb reporr. If rhis target
is exceeded, automaric price cuts follow. Other points
were the introduction of the principle of financing
programmes for producers with particular social and
economic handicaps jointly from each depending upon
the ability to pay; the need to judge the level of price
increase necessary not only in the light of incomes but
considering also the state of the market; resource
ffansfers in any economy characterized by recession
and unemployment, and the need to set agriculture
within the conrcxt of the Community's international
rading obligations both to the developed and to the
undeveloped world.
These ideas were decisively rejected, and by rejecting
these ideas and setting out such a coherent and firm
s[atement of what I suppose one could call the unre-
constructed CAP, the committee is clearly inviting the
House to decide what son of CAP it wants. The rap-
porteur's report is dead: long live the rapporteur.
(Applause)
I come, Mr President, to this House to bury the
report, not to praise it.
(Laughter)
I shall therefore explain as fairly and as dispassionately
as I can, not the details of rhe commirtee vote but the
underlying reasons, which reflect passionately-held
points of view, why the majority voted as it did. These,
I believe, are [he major preoccupations of the com-
mittee.
The pres-eminent concern was for farm incomes.
These vary, of course, according to region and rhe
nature of production. In 1981, while cenain norrhern
countries had significant gains in income, the decline
in France, Germany and Italy was substantial. Over
the past three years, France, Germany and the UK
have suffered a steady deterioration, while Ireland
went through a period of disastrous decline in incomes
following relative gains up to 1978. These global
figures disguise enormous variations from country to
country and from region to region. Average farm
incomes in Ireland and Italy are a third of rhose in
Belgium and the Netherlands, and regional differences
are as much as 1:4 between, for example, the Paris
basin and the Limousin, in France. It was a panicular
preoccupation of the commirtee to try and compensare
producers in those pans of the Communiry which suf-
fered from particularly severe problems of inflation.
'!7hen it talks about income, the committee is not
thinking merely about balances in the bank or even
gold napoleons under the bed. It has in mind the flow
of resources into the rural economy, which is essential
to sustain employment and capital invesrmenr. Agricul-
tural income constituted the blood vessels of the
regions, and the maintenance of vigorous activity in
the regions is a contribution to limiting the haemor-
rhage of young manpower [o the towns, providing
employment in the ancillary industries and encourag-
ing stable social and political behaviour.
The committee was also much preoccupied with the
conception of agriculture as a dynamic exponing
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industry. If I had to encapsulate rhe issues on which
there was greatest disagreemenr in the committee, I
would choose the atdtude co agricultural development.
To some, agriculture is an instrument of broad econo-
mic policy, designed to earn foreign exchange. The
committee's position can be raken funher. Those who
endorse the exporting vocation of agriculture believe
that this vocation is being consranrly thwaned by
obsessions over budgetary cosr. and unnecessary scru-
ples over the sensitivities of the United States and
other food traders who pursue their own activiries
with the son of dedicated self-interest the committee
feels should inspire the Community's own policy-mak-
ers. Any curb on production implies, however indi-
rectly, a lack of commitment to the notion of agricul-
ture as a dynamic exporting industry. As for budgetary
restraint, it is the commitree's belief rhat the savings
which have been made in recent years over the original
agricultural estimates serve ro give rhe lie to the
demonology school of analysrs, who see the CAP as
an ogre devouring the Community's resources like the
spirit conjured up by the sorcerer's apprentice who,
once set to work carrying water, creared a flood.
The committee also rejected curbs bedause ir felt that
the Communiry had no moral right to regard food
production beyond market needs as a problem of sur-
plus while there were starving people who faced not
full stores but swollen stomachs.
The reverse side of this coin is the belief that the Com-
munity is guilty of wilfully neglecting rhe prorection of
its own market. It believes that the protecrion against
impons is inadequate and that the persistence of this
inadequacy represents almost a moral offence against
Community producers to the benefit of foreign com-
petitors who themselves are in receipt of polirical and
financial support. The budgetary problems which the
Community may encounter are seen by the committee
as not the wages but the taxes of rhe sins of omission
of Community preference.
There are also, I believe, in the minds of the com-
mittee two preoccupations which are held with pani-
cular force, one aniculate and the other implicit. The
articulate belief is that the agricultural policy is the
central achievement of the Community and therefore
the touchstone of belief in rhe European idea irself.
Attempts to make fundamenml changes in rhe CAP
are seen as threatening the existence of the very Com-
munity. The implicit belief is a cenain conception of
the farmer. For many Members, the farmer, particu-
larly the peasan[ producer on a limired acreage, sym-
bolizes a panicular vision of a hard-working family
unit, the heirs of generations of sweat and toil, who
work despirc the viscissitudes of weather and narural
disaster. These people are threatened in their very
existence by forces that perhaps are beyond their
understanding and certainly are beyond their conrrol.
The politics of energy, the movemenr of inrernational
currencies, and political conflicr on the inrernational
stage which impose alien imperatives on what, through
history and perhaps in naive reffospect, appear to have
been simple questions of family economics. It is soli-
darity with the people in this vision which, I believe, is
the emotional generator of the attitudes which have
been expressed by the agricultural committee.
These arguments, Mr President, are what lie behind
the committee's decisions. They are held sincerely, and
the men and women who hold them are both humane
and passionate in those beliefs. They constitute one
vision of the CAP. There exists an alternative one,
held no less sincerely, with no less vigour and human-
iry; and unless one credits one's opponents with hon-
our and sincerity, politics becomes an activity for unci-
vilized men. Vhich vision is to be sustained is a funda-
mental task of civilized democracy. That is for this
House now to decide.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call rhe Committee on Budgets.
Mr Adonnino, drafisman of an opinion. 
- 
(17) Mr
President, colleagues, the opinion of the Committee
on Budgets dealt, of course, with the Commission's
proposals.
The problem of price increases must be ser in [he con-
text of the general problems of the CAP and, in pani-
cular, the question of checking and eliminaring its
anomalies. All these problems are, in turn, linked wirh
budgetary problems since they are typical of the more
general but fundamental financial problems of the
Community.
One of the principles put forward in the replies ro rhe
mandate is that increases in agricultural spending
should not exceed increases in own resources.
Already, this has clearly been rhe trend over the pasr
three years even though just now, despite the possibil-
ity of savings, it appears to be changing.
The Committee on Budgets has considered the finan-
cial and budgetary implications of the proposals. Ve
emphasize that price increases are essenrial to maintain
farm incomes 
- 
in some cases considerably reduced
by structural and economic conditions. However,
these incomes must be considered not only in them-
selves but in relation ro other socioproducrive catego-
ries, the various categories of agricultural producers
and account must be taken of the differences arising
from the location of the individual products in the var-
ious regions. It must also be emphasized that the
increases should be within limits which will allow these
objectives to be achieved and that the range of
increases proposed by the Commission is therefore too
restricted.
In order to highlight these ideas 
- 
which, indeed, we
feel are in the spirit of the Curry report 
- 
we have
tabled an amendment.
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I should now like to make a preliminary observation:
the price-increase proposals and related measures
have both a qualitative and quandtative impact on the
budget, even though it is difficult to say whether this
impact is automatic or proponional. This is why we
have tabled an amendment deleting a paragraph of the
Curry resolution which states exactly the opposite.
I would also point out tha[ the financial compatibility,
which concerns us, cannot be assessed in relation to
price increases alone but must also be considered with
reference to the entire set of proposals which must,
therefore, form an indivisible whole.
The monetary compensatory amounts undoubtedly
have an imponant role to play, despite the many
requesr for their abolition. However, the economic
situation, with irc widely differing inflation rates, calls
for instruments to remove 
- 
or at least reduce 
- 
the
adverse effects of these on farm incomes, ar least until
the Communiry has a more complete and effective
monetary system.
The Committee on Budgets has therefore expressed its
approval in principle for a reduction in the MCAs
without, however, specifying an amount.
I would point out thar rhe 1982 budget, as adopted in
December 1981, does not, except in minor respects,
appeer to have any obvious reserves which could be
used to finance the Commission's proposals and that
since 0.9250/o of the 10lo VAT limit is already being
used, the remaining margin is now very small indeed.
The Commission has said that its proposals could be
financed either from existing CAP appropriations, if
savings are achieved, or from a supplementary budget.
For the reasons I have already mentioned, we believe
that they should be financed from existing appropria-
tions since we are convinced thar substantial savings
could be achieved in 1982 also, although the amount
cannot be calculated without an earlier and more tho-
rough forecast of market trends. \7e have already
tabled an amendment to this effect.
The Commission has already stated orally, in reply to
a specific question, that at the present stage it esti-
mates possible savings to be in the region of SOOU
500 million ECU. In order ro finance the entire set of
proposals 
- 
taking account therefore of prices, the
impact of the MCAs, related measures, the increase in
own resources, the reserve already earmarked for the
extension of butter consumption aid and, as regards
the 1982 budget, for re-introducing, the MCAs at cur-
rent values 
- 
460 million ECU will be needed, while
each funher percen[age point increase in prices will
cost. 57 million. In view of this, we have been able ro
give a positive assessment of budgetary compatibiliry.
I should like, colleagues, to make one funher brief
comment: it is essential to avoid new budgerary ren-
sion every year when the farm prices are being fixed;
the proposals must be submitted in good time, as
allowed under existing regula[ions, so that assessment
of them can be synchronized with the budgetary deci-
sions.'S7e have tabled an amendment to this effecl
Presidcnt. 
- 
I call the Committee on the Environ-
ment, Public Health and Consumer Protection.
Mr Collins, chairman of tbe Committee. 
- 
Mr Presi-
dent, first of all I should apologise for the absence of
Mr Berkhouwer, who was the draftsman of the opi-
nion for the Committee on the Environment, Public
Health and Consumer Protection. He is unable to be
with us, so I am really acting as his deputy.
Mr President, the current issue of rhe Economist
magazine celebrates the silver jubilee of the European
Community by remarking that the Europe of the Ten
is moribund, largely because, they say, cenain provi-
sions of the Treaty are just not being applied. The
Committee on the Environment has taken the view
that Anicle 39 (1) (e) of the Treaty is one example of
this. It states very clearly that one of rhe aims of the
common agricultural poliry is to ensure that supplies
reach consumers at reasonable prices. Yer, Mr Presi-
dent, with prices still soaring above world levels and
massive expon subsidies required to dispose of surplus
production, it can hardly be claimed that this clear
commitment to consumer satisfaction is being taken
into account in any serious way.
The Commitree on the Environment, Public Health
and Consumer Protection wants therefore to protest at
the lopsided way in which the Commission has appar-
ently been forced to re[rear from its position as se[ out
in its 1981 sratemenr on rhe Mandare. At rhat time it
appeared to recognize (a) that we need [o come more
into line with world prices (b) that we need ro limit the
open-ended guarantee to buy up surplus production
and (c) that we need to consider other ways of rneet-
ing farm income demands. Ve in our committee
looked forward to the derailed amplification of these
aims. Instead, Mr Presidenr, we are disappointed. Ve
are afraid that the common agricultural poliry is once
again in danger of being seen only in the narrow con-
text of farm prices and hardly at all with the public
concern about falling standards of flavour, quality and
variety of product in mind, hardly linked at all with
problems of nuridonal value or with the problems of
the environment.
Now we do not deny the right of farmers to earn a
decent living. Ve suppon that right, but we do assen
the right of the consumer to have healthy, nurririous,
high-quality food and an environmenr [o to with it.
!7e have therefore tabled three amendmenrs. The first
of these demands that we see rhe need not just for a
farm price poliry but also for a food policy which
involves a relationship between farmer, food proces-
ser, distributer and consumer and is therefore able to
24.3.82 Debates of the European Parliament No l-28317
Collins
identify the real cost to the consumer of direct farm
price increases.'!7e need consultation and discussion
with all of these groups and we need the results to be
openly published and debarcd. Our next amendment
asks that this effect of farm price rises on food prices
be followed through on a product-by-product basis,
because only if this is done 
- 
and I may say that Par-
liament first asked for this in 1978 
- 
will we be able
to understand the true effects of the common agricul-
tural poliry. Finally, our last amendment argues and
agrees that the co-responsibility levy on milk be simply
abandoned, because rhe committee believes that it has
signally failed to control milk production and that it
has merely become another burden on the long-suffer-
iqg consumer in the Community.
To wind up, Mr President, in the present economic
climate we must surely recognize that we have a
special duty, a special responsibility, towards the mil-
lions of unemployed and the millions of people in
Europe who are living in abject urban poveny. A
higher proponion of their income goes on food, and
they are therefore more directly affected by the CAP
than is the case with the wealthy. Tlre presenr basis on
which we operate simply means that through increased
farm prices the poor farmer is helped by the poor in
the cities while the rich, in the words of the song, con-
tinue to get the pleasure. That cannot go on. So we
recommend 
- 
although I must say in all fairness that
we have not put down an amendment to the effect 
-that Anicle 39 (1) (e) of the Treaty be published,
framed and distributed, so that it can be hung in the
office of every official of the Agricultural DG and
every Foreign Minister in the Community.
President. 
- 
I call the Committee on Development
and Cooperation.
Mr Cohen, drafisman of opinion. 
- 
(NL) Mr Presi-
dent, it is a sound custom of Parliament each year on
the occasion of the agriculture debate to seek the opi-
nion of the Committee on Development and Coopera-
tion. This year the procedure has been a rather diffi-
cult one because the repon of Mr Curry, the rappor-
teur of the Committee on Agriculture, was not avail-
able in dme. I do not therefore have any great illusions
that the Committee on Development and Cooperation
would have been in a position to influence the deliber-
ations of the Committee on Agriculturb, which after
all is the purpose of an opinion. I do hope, of course,
that we in our Committee shall be able nevertheless to
exert an influence during this debarc on the final vote
on the Curry report and that some of the ideas put
forward by the Committee on Development and
Cooperation will nevenheless be adopted by Parlia-
ment.
I do not feel that it is a superfluous luxury to allow the
Committee on Development and Cooperation to add
its voice to such a debate. In fact our task would have
been a lot easier if the Commission had responded to
the request we made e year and a half ago in the
so-called Ferrero Resolution for a report demonstrat-
ing the influence of the Community agricultural poliry
on th'e developing counries and its importance to
them. !7e have been promised that repon repeatedly,
but a year and a half has passed and we still do not
have it. I think that the Commission has been seriously
at fault in this matter. Parliament as a whole made it
clear during the debate on hunger in the world 
- 
for
this Resolution was adopted vinually unanimously 
-that the Community's agricultural poliry is also of
importance to the developing countries. Ve therefore
emphatically urte rhat the Commission produce this
study without delay.
As far as Mr Curry's Resolution is concerned, we only
considered those aspects which are of concern to the
developing countries. These amount in fact to three
products on which we have tabled thineen amend-
men6, for we feel that a number of statements in
Mr Curry's resolution are genuinely unacceptable to
our Committee. They are unacceptable, because the
Community's price policy and, in particular, the level
of production are of such enormous imponance to the
developing counries. '!7e cannot and must not con-
tinue 
- 
it is in our own interest 
- 
to give those coun-
tries nothing but disadvantages, while we know that
we need them as markets and that we must also pro-
vide facilities for them to export products to our Com-
munity. The report of the Committee on Agriculture
repeatedly draws attention to rhe shonage of food in
the developing countries. The Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation knows only too well that that is
an immense problem. That is why we had the debate
on hunger in the world. But we also know that some
developing countries are in a position to export food,
and we cannot continue to close our frontiers to the
products which these countries are able to export. For
this reason, Mr President, the Committee on Develop-
ment and Cooperation has tabled amendmenrs under
the headings of sugar, cereals and fruit and vegetables.
I shall probably have an opponunity tomorrow in
another capacity to deal with those amendments in
more detail.
Prcsident. 
- 
I call the Council.
Mr De Kecrsmaeker, President-in-Offce of the Coun-
cil. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, you
will not be surprised if I begin by saying, as a former
Member of Parliament, how pleased I am to be pres-
ent at this imponant debate on the fixing of farm
prices for the 1982-83 selling season. I have already
had an opponuniry to exchange ideas with the Com-
mittee on Agriculture on all the problems you will be
discussing today and tomorroy/, and I can assure you
that this exchange of views was of great value to me in
the discussions which have taken place in the mean-
time in the Council and in the talks I have had with
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many of the agriculture minisrers. I am also glad rc
have been here to listen to the explanatory comments
from the rapponeurs, Mr Curry, Mr Adonnino,
Mr Collins and Mr Cohen.
I should also like to say thar the Council appreciates
the fact that you have managed the timing and organ-
ization of your work on the preparation of Parlia-
ment's opinion in such a way that the Council is able
or should be able to complete its work in good time.
That is indeed a question that everybody is asking: will
the Council be in a position to take an early decision
at a single meeting, i.e. its next meering? As President
of the Council, I can assure you rhat we shall do
everything in our power to make it possible. And I
might add that there is a cenain consensus on this
matter among my colleagues, rhe ministers of agricul-
ture. This does not alter the fact that the Council is
aware of the very grear difficuldes which arise, pani-
cularly on two points. Let us begin wirh the problems
surrounding the mandate, some of which have been
put forward, even in the pasr, as preconditions for the
fixing of prices 
- 
and on which no decision has yet
been taken. Some movemenr has since raken place in
the Council of Foreign Ministers which holds our rhe
prospect of an early decision by rhe Council. On rhe
other hand, we are also aware of the fact 
- 
and I am
the first to acknowledge it, since I am in the process of
seeking addidonal information in the Member States
- 
that there are many hidden difficulties in rhe var-
ious price proposals and positions (panicularly rhose
of the Member States) and many conflicrs of opinion
exist. But in any evenr, ir is absolurcly vital that we
reach a decision and that we do so soon, for the sake
not only of the producers buc also of the furure of the
European Community, in which this agricuhural
policy plays such a crucial role.
I should like now to look more closely at a few essen-
tial points on which you have adopted opinions wor-
thy of consideration in the parliamenrary repon. The
first problem of course relates to farmers' incomes,
which have been dereriorating for a number of years,
the seriousness of the decline depending on rhe coun-
try and region concerned. The causes of rhis general
decline in farming incomes are many and complex.
They have to do with rhe general siruation in our
economy, with the divergences which have existed to
some exten[ since the 1973 crisis in the economic and
financial policies of our countries, in which different
inflarion rarcs have divergent effects on production
costs, with the budgetary policy pursued and wirh rhe
policy on rade with third countries. Ve should regard
these various causes as factual data and try to incor-
porate them into our decision-making process. The
level at which prices are fixed of course plays a funda-
mental role in the business of maintaining incomes at
an acceptable level. Bur then we see how many differ-
ent proposals there are on how to do this. Some Mem-
ber States mke rhe view rhar 90lo is already more lhan
enough. The farmers' organizations say 16.30/o. The
Committee on Agriculture 
- 
and we shall know
shonly what the European Parliament as a whole will
say 
- 
proposes 140/o and the Commission 9Vo. Ve in
the Council of Agriculture Ministers have to process
all these facts and data into a reasonable proposal. The
figures proposed, of course, constitute an average per-
centage, which must be looked at more closely for
each sector and must be related ro the particular cir-
cumstances prevailing in the various sectors wirh
regard to market situation and market equilibrium.
For it is clear that the level of prices plays a major role
in market equilibrium. On this point, the situation
appears to be more favourable this year than in pre-
vious years because we have been able to sell cenain
quantities of dairy produce and grain on the world
market.
As well as prices, producrion must also be kepr under
careful suveillance so thar markets are not distoned
and, for this purpose, the Commission is proposing
production control mechanisms. But, in their turn,
these measures to conrrol production cannot be
applied without at rhe same time mking inro accounr a
number of other factors such as existing production
potential, sales possibilities, the tragically familiar
problem of hunger in the world and, finally, the
budget problem too. !flith no wish ro pre-empr the dis-
cussions in rhe Council of Ministers which, as you
know, are due to stan nex[ week, it is clear that all
these factors musr be taken into account, while at the
same time the need to secure farming incomes musr be
in the forefront of our deliberations.
Vhat I have just said about farming incomes and the
level of prices leads me straight on ro rwo other impor-
tant problems. The first one concerns the monetary
compensatory amounrs. Everybody agrees rhar this is a
disruptive element in the agriculrural poliry of rhe
European Community and everybody knows of the
agreement which was reached in the Council in March
1979 to discontinue the MCAs as quickly and as syste-
matically as possible. There is general agreemenr on
this question, but rhat does nor alrcr the fact that there
are many difficulties here too. One of these is rhe
problem of the positive compensarory amounts with
which we are confronred and which we all understand.
It is difficult to justify any fixing of prices ar a rime
when the monerary compensatory amounts are being
dismantled wirhout a simuhaneous increase in the
incomes of the farmers and producers of the Member
States concerned. That much is clear. The producers
in those countries which find themselves in this sirua-
tion as a result of agri-monetary developments and
disruptions are just as respectable as the other prod-
ucers. Nevenheless wirhin rhese limitations and taking
these factors into account, a serious effort must be
made to abolish or m limir the exisring compensarory
amounts as far as possible. I am sure you will under-
stand that, at this stage, I cannot elaborate funher on
this question, which involves some panicularly delicate
aspects. I can say, however, that rhis will quite defin-
itely be one of the crucial points in rhe negotiations
and that, as President, I shall be guided by the consen-
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sus and agreement which already exist in the European
Community on this question.
Another problem is the repercussion of the Com-
munity's agricultural policy on the budget. In my opi-
nion, the situation in that 
^ree 
at this dme should not
be presented in too dramatic a light, and we should not
succumb to the temp[ation to work on hypotheses
which are too rigid. It is frequently claimed that too
much weight is given to agricultural policy in the
Community budget. But are those who make such
claims not forgetting that the agricultural policy is
practically the only policy which is she Community's
own and that it also forms the cornerstone of Euro-
pean integration? And I believe that it is the Council's
dury also to take these political considerations into
account. I shall not enter into any lengthy discussion
of the question which is raised in some quarters
whether expenditure on agriculture should rise in pro-
ponion 
- 
and to what degree 
- 
to the increase in
Community resources or whether it should remain
below that level. The imponant thing for me is that we
mke this into account in fixing prices and the various
premiums and support measures, so lhat expenditure
on agriculture for the coming selling season remains
within reasonable limits in relation ro the budger as a
whole. And, as I have said, in my opinion this is possi-
ble in terms of the present market situation. Exercising
control also means looking ahead and, for this reason,
the Commission is considering the introduction of
so-called guarantee thresholds designed to secure bet-
ter control of markets and to prevent the accumulation
of the notorious large surpluses of the past. The Coun-
cil will study these proposals in detail and will assess
them in the light of what I have just said. I shall now
deal with some specific questions which will cenainly
be claiming the artenrion of Parliament and, of course.,
the Council too. Firstly, the problem of co-responsibil-
iry in the milk sector. Coresponsibility has existed for a
few years but has now given rise to conflict. It will be
the concern of the Council to steer a middle course
between those who point to its economic efficiency
and those who draw attention to the problems of the
small producers who are not responsible for the big-
gest increases in production. It is our difficult task to
find a fair means of resolving the conflict between
these two opposite views. Another imponant problem
relates to che so-called acquis communautaire. And the
question is whether we should attempt to find a solu-
tion to all these problems simultaneously. I do not
think that that is possible, not least because the Com-
mission has not produced any precise overall propo-
sals. It is possible, however, that solutions may be
found for some subsidiary problems which, moreover,
are closely associated with cenain aspects of the price
proposals. !7e should think ourselves lucky if rhis
proved rc be the case, but we should be warned that it
would be wrong to try to solve all problems down to
the last detail in conjunction with the fixing of prices,
since this could call into question our time limit, the
absolute maximum deadline for fixing p5ices. This
does not alter the fact that, with regard to the prob-
lems of the acquis communautaile, we must make pro-
gress as rapidly as possible. The question has been
asked 
- 
nor without justification 
- 
whether a new
balance does not need to be struck between the prod-
ucts of the Mediterranean countries on the one hand
and those of counries situated more to the Nonh
Vest on the other. Moreover, a solution needs to be
found to this problem as soon as possible in relation to
the enlargement of the Community.
There are a great many other quesdons but, at this
stage, I want to stick to the essentials. My first concern
is to listen to you, to note your sutgestions and to
report your views to the Council. As far as I am con-
cerned, I shall, in the light of what I said at the start
and with the suppon of the Commission in the person
of Commissioner Dalsager, do everything in my power
to ensure that satisfactory decisions are taken within
the deadline envisaged, on [he assumption that the will
exists both in the Council and in the European Parlia-
ment to maintain the Community agricultural policy
and to improve it as far as possible. I myself and the
entire Council of Agriculture Ministers are conscious
of our historic responsibility in this regard on this
occasion of the 25th anniversary of the European
Community, and I call on the European Parliament to
be my witness in this.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I now propose to close the list of speak-
ers which, as I have already mentioned, numbers 77
names. I call the Commission.
Mr Dalsager, Member of tbe Commission. 
- 
(DA) Mr
President, President-in-Office of the Council, ladies
and gentlemen, I should like first of all rc thank Mr
Curry and the other rapporteurs for their speedy and
effective work in preparing Parliament's annual debate
on farm prices. I know that they had less time to deal
with the proposals than they had hoped, and I would
also have preferred them to have more time. This is
due to circumstances which were not really within the
Commission's control. Nevenheless Mr Curry and his
colleagues in the Committee on Agriculture have
produced a detailed repon in a space of only eight
weeks, and I greatly appreciace such an achievement.
However, that does not mean, Mr President, rhar I
can recommend that Parliament adopt this proposed
resolution. The draft presented by the Committee on
Agriculture, in the Commission's view, has shoncom-
ings affecting many imponant points. I am not saying
this simply because the resolurion depans from the
Commission's proposals. Despite the good relations
which I feel I have with Sir Henry and his Committee,
it would have surprised me if the Committee had been
in agreement with the Commission's proposals in
every resPect.
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'!7hat bothers me is that the proposed resolution is at
variance with the views which Parliament has clearly
expressed on many occasions. It is not in agreement
with the Resolution on improveme-nts in the Com-
munity agricultural policy which Parliament adopted
in June last year. It is also not in agreemenr with the
Resolutions on the 1982 budger which Parliament
adoprcd in December last year. If the resolution is
adopted, therefore, it will undermine the positions and
strategy which Parliament has already placed on
record.
I therefore suggest to you, Mr President, and to the
Members of Parliament that you carefully consider
during this debate wherher there should not in rhe
present situation be greater consistency wirh earlier
votes taken and resolutions adopted here in Parlia-
ment.
If Parliament is to have an influence on rhe develop-
ment of the agricultural policy 
- 
I believe implicirly
that it should have an influence 
- 
ir must be ready in
its pronouncements on farm prices ro give effect to
declarations of principle and long-term objecrives pre-
viously stated by it. In this endeavour, the Commission
is Parliament's ally, nor its opponent. '!/e have framed
our proposals in the light of resolutions adopted by
Parliament. \7e wish rc help Parliament and we would
like Parliament to help us by doing whar is neccessary
to ge[ the Council to rake the righr decisions, so that
the agricultural policy will be srengrhened and not
weakened in the years to come. Parliamenr musr,
totether with the Commission, lead the way in prom-
oting changes and improvemenrs. The Commission
has always aken the basic principles embodied in the
Treaty into consideration in the adjusrmenc which has
been proposed for the common agricultural poliry. !/e
have an obligation ro secure reasonable farm incomes.
'!7e also have an obligarion to ensure rhar consumers
have supplies of food ar reasonable prices. Parliamenr
and the other institutions share in this obligation. But
neither the interests of rhe farming popularion nor
those of the European public at large will be safe-
guarded by a static and inflexible policy and an unwill-
ingness to accept change. On the contrary, there is a
need for a dynamic poliry and a willingness to adjust
the instruments of the common agricultural policy so
that they are able to meet the challenge they will have
to face in the future.
Before I deal with more detailed quesrions, I would
remind Parliament of the background and principles
underlying the Commission's proposals rhis year. They
are based on [wo factors: rhe need for a suitable
increase in prices ro meer the needs of our 8 million
farmers and their families and secondly rhe need to
organize producrion along berrer lines for the sake of
our 270 million consumers. These two factors 
-prices and production 
- 
go rogerher; they cannor be
separated. The Commission is convinced rhat the
Community must set reasonable prices for im farmers,
but we are also convinced rhar these price increases are
only possible and reasonable if we take steps to conrol
the level of production in accordance with the Com-
munity's, objectives. That is the view which we pre-
sented in our Memorandum of October 1981 
-Guidelines for Community Agriculture 
- 
in which we
laid down detailed plans for agriculture in conjunction
with the Mandate. It is rhe view that Parliament took
in its Resolution of June 1981. It was relevant then and
it continues to be relevant now. This year, therefore,
we have proposed a series of price increases combined
with measures concerned with controlling the produc-
don of the various products. Ve propose 90lo for most
products, the lowest increase being approximately 60/o
for grain and the highest being 120/o for cenain Medi-
terranean products. In the first instance, this means a
better price sruc[ure for our farm products, with
lower prices for grain in the animal feed sector and
better prices for Mediterranean products in which
there are no surpluses. I rhink that is precisely what
Parliament was thinking of in June last year when it
voted for a correct price structure, as it was termed.
Secondly, it means a price increase close ro rhe aver-
age rate of inflation in the Community, which is esti-
mated ar between 100/o and ll0/o in 1982.1think that
is a good and reasonable basis for the raising of farm
incomes, when we take into accounr the economic dif-
ficulties facing many other secrors and wage negoria-
tions which are being conducted just now on the basis
of figures below 970. I realize, Mr President, that the
farmers' organizations have demanded 16o/o on the
basis of figures calculated by rhe objective method.
I must ."k. ,*o things quite clear to Parliament:
firsdy, calculations by rhe objective method give rise to
extreme variations in resulrs 
- 
between 4o/o and 150/0,
depending on what allowance is made for exchange
fluctuarions in the year just ended. In orher words, the
objective method no longer supplies a single valid
figure on which price decisions can be based under
prevailing conditions. Secondly, the situation on the
farm product markem simply does nor permit us ro go
ahead with price increases of such a size, when the
Community's own income is growing at a much
slower rate. Parliament must give very careful atten-
tion to these facts when it comes ro assessing the 140/o
or 160/o figures we shall be hearing about during this
debarc.
The second main element in our proposals is the
introduction of production rhresholds for a number of
imponant producrc 
- 
grain, milk, rape and processed
tomatoes. Vhat we are proposing here is rhat mrgets
should be set which correspond [o rhe quanrities of
these products which it is in the Communiry's inreresr
to produce and to which the full price guarantee will
apply. If production exceeds the rhresholds, rhe guar-
anrce should be altered or reduced in such a way lhar
the farmers share in the costs of disposing of the sur-
plus produced. This imponant element corresponds
precisely to what Parliament itself voted for in June
last year, when it called 
- 
and I quote, Mr President
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for 'the introduction of a combined Community
quota for the individual sectors in conjunction with
production targets; over and above this quota, prod-
ucer co-responsibiliry must take effect.'The Commis-
sion is therefore supponing you with its proposals. \fle
now call on you to support us 
- 
and not to set aside
the guidelines which you yourselves have adopted. It
would indeed result in an absurd situation if you
adopted point 7 and other points in the draft resolu-
tion.
Mr President, it is custom ary and only right that the
Commission should state its position with regard to
each of the points of factual detail in the draft resolu-
don which is being debated here. Do not take it amiss
if on this occasion I do not follow that rule. It would
be quite impossible for me to comment on all
88 points, many of which are quite technical. For
example, the Commission has good technical grounds
for disagreeing with the proposal under point 75 that
the price increase for rice should be graded according
to the different varieties, with a higher price for
varieties such as Superfino Cristallino. \7e are study-
ing this question, and we should like to be able to
apply a price variation but, at this stage, it is simply not
rcchnically possible to do so, and cenainly not in con-
junction with this year's prices. I shall therefore merely
comment on some of the major policy questions and
apart from that say that, in regard to a number of
other questions, we hold the same views in some cases
- 
but not in all cases 
- 
as Mr Curry in his draft reso-
lution. Points 12-20 of the draft resolution are con-
cerned with milk. \flhat is being sought is the imme-
diate abolition of the co-responsibility levy for milk
and direct support, amounting to 120 million ECU to
small farmers.
Allow me rc point out to Parliament that the Commis-
sion irelf does not regard the co-responsibiliry levy as
a perfect or adequate means of resolving the problems
arising from imbalance in the milk sector. But the levy
is there, and it has played a part in improving the mar-
ket situation. It has provided income for the Com-
muniry budget and has thereby made it possible to
finance wonhwhile market expansion.
The Commission's recent proposals for a reduction in
the milk co-responsibility levy from 2.50/o ro l.5o/o
for the first 60 000 kg of milk also provides a means of
giving suppon to farmers amounting to some 120 mil-
lion ECU and of giving it in a way which, seen from
an administrative point of view, is simple, quick and
easy. An exemption or reduction of this kind is much
to be preferred to the introduction of new forms of
direct income support, which will involve more
bureaucracy and more expenditure. I would also point
out to Parliament that the abolition of the levy and the
introduction of direct support, as proposed in the draft
resoludon, would mean additional expenditure for the
EAGGF of 385 million ECU under the 1982 budget
and 500 million ECU for a full year.
For all these reasons I have to say that I consider such
a resolution unwise and irresponsible, and I ask you
once more to consider this question very carefully.
Points 2l-29 of the draft resolution are concerned
with grain. I regret [o say that these points and, in
particular, point 21 do not give a reasonable picture of
the Commission's proposals. !7e have never proposed
that the European Community's prices should be
aligned once and for all with prices in the USA. Vhat
we have proposed is a gradual reduction in the price
discrepancy over a period of years. 'S7e have taken the
first step rhis year with a price increase of.6o/o f.or
Community grain, compared wirh 90/o f.or other prod-
ucts. At the same time, we have proposed a production
threshold of 119.5 million ronnes for the coming sea-
son. This represents not a reduction but an increase in
production over that of recent years. I would ask Par-
liament to support us in this policy which is aimed at
gradually reducing the relative price of grain. I ask
you to help us in fixing a reasonable production thres-
hold.
To be quite frank, Mr President, if Parliament cannot
support. us on these points, it cannot continue for
much longer to give the impression that it wants to
bring about realistic improvements in the agricultural
policy. Allow me to give another concrete example: I
am seriously disturbed by the fact that Parliament's
Committee on Agriculture is unable to accept the
Commission's proposal on limidng support for durum
wheat to the first ten hectares. The Commission's
intention with this proposal is to concentrate support
on the small producers. I do not know, for example,
whether Parliament fully realizes that a producer with
200 hectares of durum wheat will receive between
40 000 and 50 000 ECU as supporr for his production
alone. Over and above this suppon, there are the usual
support mechanisms.
I find it incomprehensible that Parliament, which is
otherwise keen to control expenditure in the agricul-
ture sector, can accept direct suppon to big agricul-
tural producers which can involve such relatively large
amounts.
I would also draw your attention to the fact that the
argument for rejecting the Commission's proposals is
incorrect. There is no discriminadon. The Commission
has proposed that support should be given to all for
the first rcn hectares.
Points 30-39 set out a number of conditions relating to
the impon of cereal subsdtutes. Here the Commission
has already recorded some good results: an agreement
has been reached with Thailand on the voluntary limi-
tation of manioc exports, and negotiations with other
manioc exporters are making good progress. \7e think
that the necessary measures should be taken to control
impons of other substitutes, and we have staned dis-
cussions on these quesrions with the Unircd Sntes
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administration. Ve can, therefore, go along with rhis
pan of the resolution on many points.
But allow me to clarify a few things in connection with
two points. In conuasr to what is srarcd in poinr 34,
the Commission is firmly of rhe opinion rhar a lower
relative price for Community grain in the long run will
make these substitutes less atrractive. Vith regard to
point 35, I hardly need point out to Parliamenr rhar
many of these substitutes, as far as rhe Community is
concerned, are covered by GATT, and we have to
observe the existing GATT rules on rhis point.
Points 53-50 of the draft resolution are concerned
with beef. An improvemen[ in rhe market siruation has
taken place in this sector because the Community has
moved into a downward phase in the production
rycle, but consumprion remains low because of the
economic situarion. The Commission therefore thinks
that it would be a mistake ro abandon rhe careful price
poliry and has th'erefore proposed a price increase in
tvo stages. Ve cannor run rhe risks involved in laying
greater emphasis on intervention, which is an expen-
sive measure. From the momenr fresh beef is delivered
to the cold storage plant, irs value is reduced and a loss
to the Community budger can be entered.
Also, we must not use intervention as a permanent
means of converting fresh beef ro frozen beef for pro-
cessing. For these reasons, the Commission must reject
the proposals contained in points 54 and 60.
'!7ith regard to Mediterranean producrs, the Commis-
sion has itself proposed price increases above the aver-
age for those products where the market situation
allows such increases. I am glad ro see rhar rhe draft
resolution goes along with this policy. Bur I musr
again warn Parliament of rhe risks involved in exces-
sive recourse to intervention in preference ro putting
our trus[ in the market for these products. This is why
we cannot accep[ the demands in respect of olive oil
set out ar poinr 74 and of robacco ar point 78.
Finally I should like to say something about rhe gen-
eral purpon of points 80-88. The Commission has
been asked rc analyse the effect of different infladon
rates on farming incomes in the Member States. I must
ask you to bear in mind, trowever, thar the results of
the study which we recenrly carried our.on this prob-
lem show that the increases in farming incomes in the
period up to 1981 in countries with high inflation rates
were not necessarily small compared wirh other coun-
tries. For example, Italy has enjoyed relatively good
progress in farming incomes since 1973 because of fre-
quent devaluarions in the green lira, and ir musr not be
forgotten that Iuly has already had an increase in
farm prices for the coming season in terms of narional
currency of 2.5o/o above rhe Communiry prices, as a
result of the green devaluation which was decided in
November. In this package, we proposed a funher
devaluation of 2.50/0, but the currenry changes which
were made a shorr time ago provide scope for a fur-
ther I .3010, so that Italy may tet an increase in lira
prices which will in total be 6.30/o above the proposed
increase in Community prices as a whole.
I draw arrenrion to rhis m remind Parliament that by
winding up the monetary compensatory amounts we
can vary the price increases in order to take the level
of inflation into account, and that that is what v'e have
in fact done over the years. Virh regard to Greece and
Ireland, which also have high rares of inflation but
have nor, up ro now ar leas[, had the same opportuniry
for mking advanage of green devaluations, we are
currently examining the problem. Let us be clear about
the following, however, regarding this problem of
inflation: The Community must in the long term give
priority to better coordination of economic poliry and
policy in other fields in order ro reduce the rate of
inflation and its variations from one Member State ro
ano[her. Only in rhis way can we crearc rhe right con-
ditions for a lasting improvemenr nor only for agricul-
ture but also for the other secrors of the economy.
One of the central points in this debate seems to be the
average increase in Community prices. The Commis-
sion does not think it of value ro concenlra[e the dis-
cussion on the average.'!7e have proposed increases
ranging from 60/o to approximately 120/0, although for
the bulk of producrs we have proposed 9010. For the
reasons I have already stated, we think that this is a
reasonable basis. !7e could not have proposed lower
increases since we wish to promo[e the development of
farming incomes on a more sarisfacrory basis. One of
the risks of which we are conscious is that of growing
state subsidies. '!7'e agree with Parliamenr rhar grearer
discipline is needed in respect of state subsidies to
agriculture. But clearly the political basis for measures
to promote this must be a reasonable increase in prices
and incomes. At rhe same rime, we could not propose
price increases which were above rhe average rate of
inflation in the Community.
I think Parliament will agree wirh me that ir would be
absurd to base our price policy on rhe abnormally high
rates of inflation from which some Member States suf-
fer. It would diston our common policy, and with the
green devaluations of which a number of Member
States can rake advantage 
- 
now including Belgium,
Luxembourg and Denmark, following rhe devalua-
tions of their currencies last month 
- 
it would resulr
in excessive increases in consumer prices. For these
reasons, I ask Parliamenr ro [hink very seriously about
the problems which an averate increase of 16o/o or
140lo would creare.
There is another reason ro exercise caurion, namely
the consequences for the budget. I have already men-
tioned budget expenditure in connecrion with the part
of the draft resolution concerned with milk. If we look
at the resolution as a whole, including the 14Vo price
increase and rejection of production thresholds, the
Commission estimates that, compared with our own
proposals, it would result in extra expenditure of
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approximately T00million ECU in 1982 and
I 300 million ECU over a full year. I would point out
to you that these are net figures, with the increase in
our own receipts resulting from higher impon levies
taken into account. The additional expenditure would
otherwise be 800 million and 1 600 million ECU res-
pectively. This increase in costs flowing from the reso-
lution of the Committee on Agriculture would be
three times the increase resulting from the Commis-
sion's proposals. Our own proposals would give rise to
a net increase in expenditure of approximately
400 million ECU in 1982 and 800 million ECU over a
full twelve-month period.
'!7e think that, with the savings which can still be made
in the 1982 budget, it should be possible to finance this
expenditure without a supplementary budget.
'!7hat is more to the point, however, is that, if Parlia-
ment supports the general line in the resolution of the
Committee on Agriculture, it would make it very diffi-
cult to carry through the restructuring process speci-
fied in the Mandate. The Community's credibility
would suffer grave damage if Parliament in this agri-
culture debate adopted a resolution which will mean a
substantial increase in Community expenditure in the
agriculture sector and perhapd24 hours later called for
a better balance in the use of the Community's
resources. A resolution based on the report of the
Committee on Agriculture would mean a future
increase in expenditure on agriculture which exceeds
the Community's own future income. I do not rhink
that this is what Parliament wants or is prepared to
vote for. But if Parliament does this, the Commission
will lose an imponant ally in the pursuit of the man-
date.
In conclusion, I therefore ask Parliament to take a
more moderate stance with regard to this year's prices
and to support the Commission's proposals for
improvements in the policy on agriculture. Ve have
had long debates on the theory and principles of the
agricultural policy, both in the Commission and here
in Parliament. Ve have staked out our objectives, and
it is now time to have done with polemics and to con-
ven words and ideas into acts and decisions. I urge
you therefore to reach these decisions in the course of
your debate and vote in conformity with the true feel-
ings of this House, which it has expressed on previous
occasions and which must be acted upon for the sake
of the future.
(Appkuse)
IN THE CHAIR: MR VANDE\TIELE
Vice-President
President. 
- 
I call the Socialist Group.
Mr Glinne. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, I would be going much too far if I suggested to
you that there are no differences of opinion within the
Socialist Group on the subject of farm prices. '!fl'e have
had our disagreements and arguments; I do not find
this phenomenon particularly unusual because shades
of opinion and contradicdons will be found in the pol-
itical groups on all sides of this House. The Members
who will be speaking later on behalf of the Socialist
Group will be explaining the majority and minority
opinions which prevail in our political family. The
controversy, such as it is, relates to the action to be
uken immediately; on the other hand, there is a broad
consensus within our group on the longer-term goal.
I have already had occasion in the past, particularly
during the agricultural pan-session in March 1980, to
explain the fundamental principles on which we are
agreed. In the first place we want 
- 
and this is our
unanimous wish 
- 
to protect and assist family farms.
Here our main concern is for the social status of these
farmers and for the improvement of their standard of
living. \7ith that end in view, we have tabled an
amendment seeking to introduce income suppon for
farmers.
Our second principle is this: we want the Community
to be given the means of pursuing a determined policy
to improve the employment situation, to restore full
employment and ensure the development of the poor
regions hit by agricultural or industrial decline. In this
connection we keenly regret 
- 
as we have said on
previous occasions 
- 
the Council's lack of political
resolve and the confusion prevailing in the Commis-
sion over the introduction of a new industrial poliry
and the creation of a European social area. Viththose
objectives in mind, we should like specific measures to
be taken for the least-favoured farming regions, most
of which are to be found in southern Europe and in
mountainous areas. In those regions where there are
no alternative jobs, we should like employment in the
agricultural sector to be guaranteed so as to ensure
that farmers are not obliged to leave their land andjoin the immense army of urban unemployed in the
Community today.
Our group is therefore essenrially pursuing two aims
for the common agricultural policy: firstly to safe-
guard the earnings of farmers and other agricultural
workers 
- 
here we have in mind not only smallhold-
ers and farmers but also farm workers who are some-
times forgotten; secondly, we wish to ensure that con-
sumers are assured of adequate supplies of good-
quality products at reasonable prices.
If employment in agriculture is to be safeguarded we
believe that the Community's position on the world
market must also be secured; to this end, our impon
poliry and also our policy of exports towards third
countries must be the subject of careful scrutiny.
Mr President, we are also of the opinion that the ac-
tion saken in the past by the Community has not been
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sufficient or equal to the real needs in that it has con-
cenrated on the problem of farm prices without giving
sufficient attention, let alone finding solurions, ro
structural problems of the markem or producrion. \7e
really do not believe that the problems 
- 
which are
real, deep-rooted and serious 
- 
of European agricul-
ture can be solved by a poliry focused exclusively or
primarily on prices. The price poliry must be backed
up by a broadly based social poliry and also by a srruc-
tural policy; similarly, instruments musr be created ro
make an effective contribution to rhe improvement of
the agricultural situation in the different countries and
regions, the aim 
- 
and we concede that it is very dif-
ficult 
- 
being to strike a balance between producrion
and potential markets, bearing in mind rhe expon and
impon problems to which I referred previously.
Mr President, may I conclude this general inrroduc-
tion to the statements by orher Members of my group
by reminding you that agriculture has always been one
of our central concerns 
- 
and so it remains today.
Socialists in all the Community counrries have always
fought rc defend the interests of workers including
those active in the agricultural sector: lenanr farmers,
farm workers and smallholders; we wanr [o see rheir
incomes effectively guaranteed.
(Applause)
Presidcnt. 
- 
I call the Group of the European Peo-
ple's Pany (Chrisdan-Democraric Group).
Mr Tolman. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, may I begin with
a word of thanks to the Rapporreur, Mr Curry, who
had rc move mounrains ar very shon notice and has
done so ably. Also a word of rhanks ro the Presidenr
of the Council, Mr De Keersmaeker. I listened to him
with panicular approval, rlre more so when he
emphasized that he would use his best endeavours to
ensure that a decision is taken before 1 April. That is
how it should be and I am very glad rhat Mr De
Keersmaeker has left no room for misundersranding
on [hat point. I listened with somewhar less pleasure,
Mr President, to Mr Dalsager, but rhat will become
apparent from what I have to say on behalf of our
Group. '!7'e are no!, as of this momenr at leasr, pursu-
ing the same line. Vhat I am happy ro reporr, is rhar
our Group rakes pan in this debate with one mind,
that we have achieved full unanimiry in the EPP on
the broad essentials, and rhat is an imponanr marrcr.
The debate on farm prices, and following on from
that, the debate on agricultural poliry is of imponance
not only to agriculture bur also of course ro rhe con-
sumer 
- 
Mr Glinne has already referred to [his aspecr
- 
and to employment. That musr nor be the lasr of
our considerations.
In my brief discussion of the Commission's proposal, I
shall be guided by three facrors: in the firsr insrance
the development of the incomes of those who work in
agriculture; secondly, the consequences for the budget
and, thirdly, the consequences for the levels of pro-
ducdon which may result.
'!7ith 
regard to the first point, income development,
considerable divergence in trends has been observed in
the past year. There are even countries 
- 
panicularly
in Southern Europe 
- 
in which the decline in incomes
has continued unchecked. And that brings me to the
view of our Group which I wish to presenr: we feel
that the Commission's proposal is unsatisfactory. !7e
feel that it is unsarisfattory in rhe light of rhe cost
increases which have taken place and we also consider
it unsatisfactory in view of the still considerable extent
to which farmers' incomes are lagging behind. My
Group, I wish m stress, is calling for an increase in
farm prices of. l4o/0.'Sfle are of the opinion that the
time for resounding phrases about agriculture and
rhose who work in it is over and that ir is now time to
turn those fine words into deeds. The years that lie
behind us have been characterized by the surpluses,
but those years are gone and we must now take a clear
stand. '!7e must realize that, if we opr for what is
termed a moderate proposal 
- 
and what is moderarc?
- 
we shall be faced with major problems. The results
of pursuing a bad policy for a number of years can
now be seen in France. This cannot be accepted any
longer.
The second point, Mr President, is what consequences
will a price increase of l4o/o have for the budget?
\7hat are the possibilities and where is the limit?
Those are imponant quesrions. But I must tell you that
we hold our mathematicians inside and outside the
Group in rarher less respecr at rhe moment. The trend
over rhe past year has aughr us rhar lesson. It is not
possible by a simple linear calculation ro work out
what a 10lo increase will mean for the producrs. That
can provide material for some lively discussion, but
what has become apparenr in the past year is thar there
is a clear connection, and we know ir, with the situa-
tion on the world marker, the sales possibilities. This is
also a crucial factor in rhe level of refunds. '!7e have
been lucky in the past year, Mr President. \7e are of
the opinion that, even with rhe adoption of a price
increase of 740/0, we should not be faced wirh insuper-
able difficulties as far as the budget is specifically con-
cerned.
Now comes the rhird poinr, Mr President, and it is not
without imponance: the danger that a price increase
may have certain consequences for levels of produc-
tion. In that context, I would refer ro rwo instrumenr
which could check any undesirable expansion in the
volume of production. Our Group 
- 
and we have dis-
cussed it at considerable length 
- 
favours the mainte-
nance of co-responsibiliry. It does not favour rhe
maintenance of the 2.5V0 co-responsibiliry levy with-
out qualification 
- 
I shall have more ro say about that
later 
- 
but the maintenance for the rime being of the
principle of the co-responsibility levy. I know thar Par-
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liament generally speaking does not care much for a
broad-based co-responsibility lery but, as far as the
existing co-responsibility levy in the dairy sector is
concerned, we feel that it should be maintained. In this
connection and in matter of endeavours to check any
excessive growth in production, I would also refer to a
new element in agricultural policy. \7e are after all 
-some people do not seem to realize it 
- 
enrcring a
new phase of development, that of production targerc.
Ve take a positive attitude to the introducrion of
production targets, Mr President. It is perhaps not the
time to stop and deal in detail with this question 
-that can be done in conjunction with a major debarc
on agriculture; but we are prepared, Mr President, to
pursue new developments in this field. There would
then be a dual braking system to deal with any unde-
sirable growth in production: rhe maintenance of a
low or slightly higher co-responsibility levy and the
adoption of production tartets. By this means, suffi-
cient 
- 
I stress, sufficient 
- 
guaranree is built into
the system to guard against any undesirable produc-
tion levels. By this means also, we rhink that destruc-
tive and ossifying elements in the Community agricul-
cural poliry, such as quotas and superlevies, can be
discarded. My Group is therefore of the opinion that
the line taken by it is also the right one.'S7e certainly
do not feel that the agricultural policy needs ro be fun-
damentally changed, but we remain open [o adjust-
ments in the policy. !7e think that a 140lo price
increase is highly desirable at rhis moment and that in
that conrcxt 
- 
for it is an average increase 
- 
special
atrcntion needs to be given to Mediterranean prod-
ucts.
Mr President, Europe is in the privileged position of
having sufficient food. Sufficient food: that is to say,
at all times and at reasonable prices, which people are
able to pay. \fle must ensure that we also have enough
food in order, if desirable and necessary to continue
our food aid. These are imponant elements to which
y/e c/an[ to give a great deal of attention.
(Apphuse)
President. 
- 
I call the European Democratic Group.
Mr Provan. 
- 
I do not intend to take 17 minutes, but,
Mr President, Commissioner, President-in-Office of
the Council, colleagues we mee[ in general economic
recession and there are many calls on budget finances
and we all have a very difficult role to play in the deci-
sions that we have to reach. But we firmly believe as a
group in free and fair competition. If we set farm price
levels too low we will encourage funher illegal
national aids. If we set prices too high we will create
conditions for the production of surpluses and added
storage costs. Prices should be fixed, we believe, as a
safety net, not only for the farmer but also for the
consumer. As a farmer, I know that somewhere the
consumers have to be considered because they are our
customers. Somewhere the taxpayer has to be consid-
ered as they pay part of thb bill that guarantees the
consumer constant supply.
As a farmer, and as a member of the Committee on
Agriculture, I happen to believe it is my job to make
certain that the industry gets proper room for man-
euvre within the Treaties. Farm incomes have been
reduced since 1974 whilst other incomes have moved
ahead.
The consumers have many avenues to explore in look-
ing for savings. Every year they mount a voluble on-
slaught against farm price increases that have only a
part to play in the overall cost of food. If you consider
that in some cases the raw material, cost of food is
only 10% of the selling price, then you understand
what I mean. Before leaving this point it should be
made clear 
- 
and I congratulate all concerned: farm-
ers, processers, wholesalers and retailers 
- 
that in my
own country food price inflation has been one-half of
the general inflation rate in the last year: a considera-
ble contribution, therefore, Mr President, in the reces-
sion that we all face.
I am glad ro hear from the President-in-Office of the
Council that there has been movement towards a set-
tlement of the British contribution to the budget,
which thus revives hopes for progress for the whole
Community. It ought not to be necessary to link farm
price proposals with the question of the mandate and
budget contributions and we keep them separate in
this Parliament, Mr President. Farm prices are nego-
tiations that take place every year, and we have a com-
mitment under the Treaty to discuss them.
The Commission proposals in arriving at the budget-
ary costs make three assumptions.
First increasing world pricesl second income from
co-responsibility levies, and, third, the reduced cost of
MCAs.
I would doubt any two of these assumptions being
achieved in total, far less all three of them. 'We cannot
accept the continuation of the milk linear co-responsi-
biliry levies, nor rhe proposals ois-ti-ois MCAs. But I
think the Commissioner must come clean about what
he is alking about on co-responsibility. \flhen we in
the Committee on Agriculture discuss co-responsibiliry
we mean the linear levy on milk. \flhen we talk about a
limitation on production, perhaps we are talking about
some other form of levy that might come in as a tax to
control production.
Vhilst one can fully accept economic convergence in
the Community, one cannot at the same time allow
free and fair competition to be discredited and washed
overboard. Free and fair competition is paramount in
the future of the Community. If, because of inflation-
ary policies pursued by some Member States, the
non-inflators are to be penalized, the whole question
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must be looked at. Vhilst I can accept thar farmers in
countries with high inflation will require grearer help,
we must not get into rhe position of index linking
infladon, as to do so would be to fuel funher infladon
in the Community.
On the price proposals, my group seeks limirs on rhe
products that are in structural surplus and a prudent
price policy in those sectors. 'We wanr to achieve the
abolition of the linear co-responsibility levy on milk
and allow the consumer to benefit from cheaper prod-
ucts, thus reducing the surplus. !fle feel some form of
super levy is required as it is essential to give some
form of economic signal rc the producers thar restrainr
is required. Aids rc consumption should nor ar this
sage be reduced, and the suggestion in the proposal to
do so would worsen a reducing uptake, making it
more expensive. In the end it is likely to be false econ-
omy since reduced consumption will lead to increased
intervention.
If I can [urn to cereals, we understand the proposals rc
seek convergence of world prices and Communiry
prices in this sector. !7e believe them ro be correct. I
believe it will not be difficulr ro achieve as the Ameri-
cans will have two options open ro rhem when they
face up to the replacement cosr of energy. Eirher rhey
will have to increase rhe price of their produce or else
they will produce less. lflhichever it is, we shall see a
coming together of the cereal prices. There is a good
case for convergence, Mr President, as restitutions will
be reduced thus having a beneficial effecr on the
budget, whilst at the same rime allowing a berter bal-
ance berween the arable and the livesrock secrors.
I am worried about the changes thar the Commission
is proposing, however, on rhe specific weights for bar-
ley. Cenain areas in rhe Communiry will be discrimi-
nated against and an abaremenr of inrervention price is
not acceptable. !/e would like to see this proposal
withdrawn and the specific weighr rerurn ro 66 kilo-
grammes per hectolitre.
Cereal substitutes are, of course, of concern also 
-especially manioc. Manioc has a low prorein level and
it has rc be supplemented. Prorcin is deficient in the
Community and whilst encouraging greater produc-
tion at home, it does nor make sense to have to impon
protein to balance a cereal subsritute that is also
imponed. Vhat we want ro see is voluntary restraint
atreemenrc being signed, and as soon possible, so rhar
any production tartets fixed in the Community are
seen to be fair so all panies.
As far as oils and fats are concerned, we cannot accept
any form of axation on impons. But Brian Hord, my
colleague, will be covering that subject later.
fu far as the beef sector is concerned, rhere is a serious
decline in the beef herd and curren[ srronger market
conditions are being caused by scarciry. Vhilst one
may not like the reduced levels at which inrcrvenrion is
available, most of us, I am sure, would rather be in the
position we are now in and not therefore require inter-
vention at all. Thus a commercial policy is operating.
Any reduction in dairy cows will have an effect on the
beef market and we need encouragement of special-
ized beef cattle rearing. This should be enhanced by
the Commission, thus helping to reduce the sructural
oversupply in the dairy sector. The proposed reduction
of the EEC contribution to rhe suckler cow premium
is, therefore, not good policy. From a practical point
of view, it is unfonunate to have a two-stage increase
in the price proposals in the beef sector. The poorer 
,
hill farmers will suffer again, and we hope that the
whole amount can be implemenrcd at the beginning of
the year. The fat cattle price dictates the store cattle
price and the less-favoured areas should not be reated
in such a way.
To sum up, Mr President, we want [o encourage a
commercial attitude to the agricultural sector. A 90lo
increase will be within the present budget of the Com-
munity. A, 140/o increase needs a supplementary budget
this year. Let us grow and produce for a market, not
for intervention. !7e cannot. keep isolating ourselves
from the realities of the world. 'We can, and musr,
understand each other's problems, bur we need a bal-
ance between the interesm of our Member States.
Some can produce maize and durum wheat in plenty,
whilst some less-favoured can only produce sheep
from their hills. Ve basically supporr rhe Commission
proposals in the belief that they will provide a safety
net whilst allowing a commercial marker to maintain
the industry.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call the Communist and Allies Group.
Mr Vitale. 
- 
(17) Mr President, colleagues, this
debate on farm prices ends a year of discussion of the
common agricultural policy. The year began with
Commissioner Gundelach's reflections on rhe policy,
continued with the debate lasr summer on a review,
based on the Plumb resolurion, and finally, we had the
proposals for reform ser out in the Commission's
report on rhe mandate of 30 May. Taking the British
problem as their point of depanure, these proposals
put forward 
- 
albeit rimidly 
- 
cenain guidelines for
change: a plan for the reabsorption of surpluses, grad-
ual alignment of Communiry cereal prices wirh world
prices and measures to improve the balance of produc-
tion and farm incomes within the Community, pani-
cularly with regard to Mediterranean products.
'!fle believed thar rhis compacr set of discussions would
lead to a commitment by the Council, rhe Commission
and Parliament ircelf, to seriously consider rhe reform
of the common agricultural policy which we Italian
Communists have been seeking for years; but alas, this
was not so.
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The Commission is proposing an average price
increase of 9o/o for both surplus products like milk and
producs in shon supply like durum wheat and olive
oil. This increase, which excludes only a few producm,
confirms by its very uniformity all the existing inequa-
lities and makes no arrempr ro use rhe price policy as
an instrument to restore sectoral, regional and social
balance.
The Council, for its pan, is more divided rhan ever
and the Governments are wavering between budgetary
problems 
- 
involving the request for compensation 
-and the temptation to resorr to de facto renationaliza-
tion of the common agriculrqral policy.
And lastly, Parliament too 
- 
that is rhe Commirree on
Agriculture 
- 
has played its pan by requesting a price
increase of. l4o/o which, raking into accounr possible
devaluations either in terms of green currencies or
change in parity, would raise the level of prices and
tuarantees 
- 
at least in some countries 
- 
to well
over l4o/0.
Ve must recognize that we are now in a blind alley
and that no matcer whar price increase we adopt, we
will still be preserving the inequalities linked wirh rhe
actual mechanisms of the common agriculrural policy.
Ve must realize that we are heading straight towards
renationalization of the policy which is increasingly
coming to resemble a drifting mine and could well
shatter European integration.
It is for this very reason, ro open up a furure for
Europe, that we Italian Communists are yet again pro-
posing not merely a price increase but a mechanism for
determining this increase which would take accounr
not only of the need to increase farm incomes bur also
of the varying situations and differing economies. In
other words, we are proposing that rhe increases
should be calculated in relation to the average infla-
tion rate for the last year 
- 
1 I or 120/o 
- 
and that,
on this basis, the compensarory amounts for countries
with high inflation rates should be worked out and
those for countries with low inflation rates reduced.
Ve feel that this proposal could turn the price policy
into a means of restoring balance and could serve [o
defuse the mine represented by the injustices of the
common agricultural policy. The compensarory mea-
sures in question should not rake the form of subsidies
or gran6 but should be aimed at curbing producdon
costs. Secondly, the Community must take responsibil-
iry for granting operation credit which could acr as an
essential means of varying Community supporr on a
regional and social basis according ro the different
situations in which farmers operare. This mechanism
should naturally, in our view, express political will for
the restoration of balance within the Community and
for different relations both inside and oumide rhe
Communiry. It follows from this that the Mediterra-
nean programmes and the entire set of sructural mea-
sures should be implemenrcd wirhout delay and that
the most imponant quesrion of the scope of the finan-
cial commitments should be discussed in the context of
the farm price negotiations, without any conjuring
tricks which could induce us to vore now in a way
which would make a decision on this subject impossi-
ble in the future.
'![e have incorporated all these proposals in an appro-
priate amendment which, unlike others whose sole
concern is price increases, adopts the only line which,
in our view, will allow us to escape from the blind
alley at the end of which 
- 
ler me repeat 
- 
lies rena-
tionalization of the common agricultural poliry. The
course we are proposing is the only one which, by
moving towards reform of the common agricultural
poliry, will allow Europe 
- 
and v/e must face this fact
now 
- 
to survive the diverging national interests
which today threaten the Community's very existence.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call the Liberal and Democratic Group.
Mr Louwes. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, you and my col-
leagues have a right to know where we in rhe Liberal
Group stand in this plethora of paragraphs, proposals
and amendmenrc. I intend this evening ro explain some
principles by which we are guided in the marter. Other
members of my Group later on will go into more detail
on the subject or will provide comment on other prob-
lems.
First the situation on the incomes of farmers, the
direct producers: farmers'incomes have been in
decline for a long time, and ir is a tragic state of
affairs. All the figures bear this out. I do not need to
elaborate any funher on that. This is no longer con-
sistent with social justice, Mr President, and you know
that social justice is something we as liberals care very
much about.'!7e wonder how it can have gone so far,
how farmers can have been to tragically lefr behind in
the development of incomes. I think the answer ro rhar
is clear: in the first place, the farmers, and many trad-
ers and self-employed business people along with
them, do not have a snke in rhe social policies of the
Member States with regard to the so-called transfer of
incomes. The redisribution of resources from taxation
and social levies. By way of illustrarion: the revamped
agricultural poliry of 1982 carries a budget of lt OOO
million ECU. In the country I come from almost
30 000 million ECU are spent on transferred incomes,
the bulk of which is drawn from social levies. Almost
three times as much is thus spenr on transferred
incomes in a small Member State as is allocated to the
endre European agricultural poliry. And in my coun-
try, the self-employed get lirtle or no benefit from this
transfer of incomes. I think that is one of the reasons
why farming incomes have lagged so far behind and
are continuing to do so. The second reason is of
course the very conservative price policy pursued over
the past three years in our Community.
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Mr President, the figures are clearl our conclusion is
also clear: agriculture 
- 
in order to pay for work, in
order to have funds to invest and in order to keep
workers in employment 
- 
needs more than has been
allocated to it in the past three years. It is a matter of
justice. That is why we support the COPA demand
based on the objective method, not only [o compen-
sate for the rise in costs but also, at last, to recover the
lost ground in incomes. I would refer those who raise
a hue and cry over the budgetary consequences to the
figures I have just mentioned, which really put things
into perspective, and to the remarks of the President-
in-Office of the Council, hardly an hour and a half
ago, in which 
- 
please note 
- 
the President of the
Council, who has always shown great concern for the
budgeq warned us against dramatizing these effects. I
should like personally to express my thanks to Mr De
Keersmaeker for that.
A second point that I should like to touch on is the
cereals policy: the Commission, already in its reactions
to the mandate and again in the price proposals and
ancillary arrangemenm for 1982-83, envisaged a five-
year adjustment of European grain prices to bring
them into line with those of the United States. Com-
missioner Dalsager said this afternoon that the at[itude
adopted by the Members of this Parliament to this
adjustment would be a test of how seriously they want
changes in the agricultural policy.
Mr President, I will make our position clear'. a relative
reduction in grain prices will lead to a reduction in
yields. Grain production is no longer high in this
Community and the theory of marginal cost and mar-
ginal yield implies that a reduction or relative reduc-
tion in the price of a given product will also lead rc
reduced production. On the other hand, consumption
of grain will increase because ir price has fallen. Ve
shall both consume more grain and produce more ani-
mal products (milk, eggs, meat and I don't know what
else). That is the only possible outcome, I would have
thought. And, since we ourselves shall be producing
less, that will mean more impons, and the Commission
thus arrives at precisely the opposite of what ir is
trying to achieve. But there is more. Grain prices
which are lower in relative terms will lead to an
increase in the cultivation of all kinds of crops. You
don't need to be a trained economist to understand
that. Once we are no longer able to keep grain pro-
duction at the right level, we cannot give much consid-
eration, for example, to grazing land yield or to the
production of feed maize. Here too, production will
become less intensive. I believe that we must apply the
theory of alrcrnative costs in this instance, and I know
no better theory. This development too emphasizes
what I said about grain: more consumption, less pro-
duction, more animal products and more grain
imports. Ve therefore reject this philosophy of the
Commission and, if the Commissioner thinks that we
are not concerned m bring about a serious adjustment
of European policy, then that is his conclusion, but I
await his reaction with interest.
Production targets and co-responsibiliry, my third
subject. Like the Committee on Agriculture, we have
difficulry in accepting linear, undifferendarcd co-res-
ponsibility levies and the fixing of production targets
in a more or less arbitrary manner. Along with Com-
missioner Dalsager and the rapponeur, Mr Curry, we
are in favour of a consistent position. !7e seek that
consistency by adhering to the position we took up
during the debate on Sir Henry Plumb's report last
year on the adjustment of the agricultural policy. On
that occasion we said in an amendment, which was
adoprcd, that we agreed with production targets on a
Community basis and that we felt that the co-responsi-
biliry levy should be geared to the quantities produced
over and above those targets. Ve do not see any of
that in the Commission's proposals. '!7e are bound to
reject the relatively arbivary fixing of production tar-
gets combined with a poliry of keeping the frontiers
wide open 
- 
although we are not altogether opposed
to this in itself. The arbitrary fixing of producdon tar-
ger and wide open frontiers means [hat the farmers,
the direct producers, will bear the full brunt of the
financial consequences. As I have said, we favour a
consistent policy on this question, but we should like it
to be pursued in a more careful, more prudent and
more effective way than emerges from the proposals
which are before us now.
Mr President, I have one minute left: I should like rc
use it to say that I join with the President-in-Office of
the Council in hoping that some movement has taken
place on the question of the British conribution and
that we shall after all see the farm price proposals for
1982-83, with all the associated measures, finalized
within a few weeks. I should also like to join with Mr
Tolman in paying tribute to the stalwart manner in
which our rapporteur has performed his task. Our rap-
porteur has proved to be a very hard worker, he has
kept us exceedingly well informed and his analyses
have been of great value. Finally, his loyalty to his col-
leagues in the Committee on Agriculture, even when
they disagreed with him, was also stront. A word of
thanks then, Mr President, to the rapporteur as well.
President. 
- 
I call the Group of European Progressive
Democrats.
Mr Mouchel. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, in presenting its
farm price proposals to our Assembly, the Commission
begins its introduction as follows:
'The Commission believes that the price decisions
for the 1982/83 marketing year should be capable
of ensuring a satisfactory growth of agricultural
incomes in real terms. An inadequate increase in
farm prices, and hence in incomes, might jeopar-
dise the future of the common agricultural policy.'
And it goes on:
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'The high level of interesr rates and of inflation in
general is seriously affecdng the economic situa-
tion of agriculture.'
Or:
'!flith a figure of 12.80/o in 1981, the increase in
costs in the agricultural sector will probably have
been slightly higher than the rate of inflation in
the economy as a whole.'
However, it is strange to hear the Commission say at
the same time on the subject of agricultural incomes
that 'the decline in the purchasing power of agricul-
tural incomes since 1978 is primarily attributable,
against a background of high inflation, to a policy of
price containment' although the fact of the matrer is
that the Commission itself has always wanted even
smaller price increases.
In brief, v/e note that the 12.80/o increase in the cosrs
borne by farmers in 1981 was higher than rhe average
increase. '!7e note that the average rise in producrion
prices in 1981 was over 140/o; finally, I would remind
you, in case you have forgotten, that in rhe past four
years farmers' incomes have fallen by between 20 and
56% depending on their country.
After noting these figures we mighr have hoped that
the Commission's price proposals would take accounr
of this sad reality. Instead, an average increase of only
90lo is being proposed. Is the Commission making
these proposals to sweeten the pill of decisions on
slightly higher price increases which may be taken by
the Council? This is nor rhe way for the Commission
to improve its standing with farmers or with the gen-
uine advocates of Europe. Nor is it rhe best. way of
utilising the agricultural potenrial which exists in the
European Community. If on the other hand we take
no interest in world food shonages this may be the
right approach. If we believe that the securiry which
comes from self-sufficiency in food supplies is of no
imponance or that the influx of ruined farmers on ro
the employment market is immaterial, then, it is true
that the policy of low prices which is in the process of
destroying our agriculture is a good policy. But we do
not subscribe rc it. !7e mainmin that a 16.30/o increase
in farm prices, resulting from application of the ob.iec-
tive method, is imperative; and we are convinced that,
by seeking to ensure the development of agriculture,
we are defending the true interests of Europe.
l.et the Commission make no mismke about ir: Euro-
pean farmers look upon its proposals as norhing shon
of a provocation. Moreover, the Commission is rrying
to apply the conclusions reached by ir on the mandare
of lO May and, in rhe absence of an opinion by the
Assembly and Council, it is seeking acceptance for its
own ideas. It is trying to turn our debate today to its
own advantage by persuading rhe,Assembly rc adopt a
founh principle of the common agricultural policy at a
time when the three others are not yet being applied:
its new principle is that of Communiry producrion rar-
gets accompanied by a generalised co-responsibility
l.oy.
Is the Commission not trying to force our hand and
that of the Council of Ministers since it is perfectly
clear that no serious analysis has been made of the
consequences of a general cg-responsibility levy? That
levy has in no way attained the objective for which it
was introduced, namely the reduction of production.
In reality, co-responsibiliry is being rreated as a way of
squeezing money out of farmers instead of pursuing a
new policy. It would surely be preferable to apply the
three basic principles of the common agricultural
policy: uniform prices, Community preference and
financial solidariry. This implies that monetary com-
pensatory amounts must be dismantled at a faster rate
and that cenain practices which limit rhe competitive-
ness of European farmers must be stopped.
How can we try, by introducing a generalised co-res-
ponsibility levy, to limit the guaranrees offered to
farmers at the very time when cenain products still
enjoy unrestricted access to the Community? Under
the GATT agreements over 30 000 tonnes of beef and
veal which we did not need entered the terrirory of the
Community last year. If political reasons justify such
agreemenm there is no reason why farmers should suf-
fer the consequences. Vould we still hear talk of over-
production if Europe were cut off from its external
sources of supply of products for human consumprion
and animal feedstuffs? On rhe conrrary, a vast effon
would then have to be made to develop our own agri-
cultural production.
And so before giving our farmers a complex abour
over-production, let us please begin by reducing our
own impons 
- 
especially those of substitution prod-
ucts, soya, manioc and maize gluten, most of which
come from rhe United States which can hardly be
classed among the developing countries. If encourage-
ment were given to high protein products, agriculrure
could on the contrary usefully help to improve our
balance of payments posirion. To rhis end we need
price increases higher than those proposed in the
Curry repon for this type of product. Vould we still
hear talk of dairy surpluses if we had rc produce milk
without using imponed feed cake or if we had a com-
prehensive policy on oils and fats with an effective
Communicy regulation for vegetable fats? Ve natur-
ally do not wish ro rerurn to a siruarion of splendid
isolation, even on a European scale, but our frontiers
must not be opened in one direction only, ro imports.
'!fle must also give incentives and assistance ro our
undertakings in their effons to win external markets.
This presupposes, in particular, the continuation of
pro8rammes rc dispose of dairy products and the
re-introducdon of aids for oils and fats based on but-
ter. Agriculture is necessary for the equilibrium and
economic prosperiry of the Community. But it cannot
perform its true role if farmers know only too well
that their efforts will lead them down the path to ruin.
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Mr President, to enable agriculture to play im full pan,
the EPD Group is asking for the average increase in
farm prices to be set at 16.30/o from 1 April. Ve also
want intervention prices to be fixed at a level which
will allow an effective increase in these prices and we
maintain that automatic intervention should be res-
tored. Secondly, we want to see protection for our
market against third countries, especially in the case of
pig meat. Thirdly, we believe that the introduction of a
general co-responsibiliry levy must be rejected and
that the Commission, and the Council, must respect
and ensure respect for the three fundamental princi-
ples of financial solidariry. Founhly, to the exrent that
a co-responsibility levy is at present collected on some
products, we consider that the funds collected in this
way should be administered joindy through associa-
tion between representatives of the producers and
those of the European institutions since co-responsi-
bility means shared responsibility.
Mr President, ladies and gentlemen, an a time when
the problem of world hunger should be mobilising our
enerty, a selfish approach which discourages Euro-
pean farmers from producing more would be intolera-
ble. At a time when agricultural production often
shows tragic shortfalls throughout the world it would
be against the inrcrests not only of farmers, but of all
Europeans if we were m fail to use the natural
resources of our countries to improve our balance of
payments position and increase our political influence.
Finally, at a time when the process of European unifi-
cation is being threatened both within and beyond our
frontiers, it would be political suicide to destroy at a
single blow or through insidious erosion the only com-
mon policy which exists: the common agricultural
policy.
Because we want to see Europe playing its role on the
world stage we believe that effective action must be
taken for the benefit of the most needy, and because
we are aware of the imponance of the common agri-
cultural poliry for the future of European unification,
we say that we would not allow the common agricul-
tural policy to be destroyed and that we shall continue
to promote the cause of a prosperous European agri-
culture.
In conclusion, Mr Presidenr, we welcome rhe report
submitted in its present form by Mr Curry to our
Assembly because, with a few exceptions, most of this
document reflecr the positions which our group has
always adopted. '!7e particularly welcome the final
88th paragraph of the Curry report, which we
endorse, calling upon the Commission to amend im
proposals on the basis of this resolution pursuant to
Anicle 149 of the EEC Treary. It is in that spirit that
our Broup will take pan in the vote next Friday.
(Apphuse)
Prcsidcnt. 
- 
I call the Group for the Technical Coor-
dinadon and Defense of Independent Groups and
Members.
Mr Skovmand. 
- 
(DA) Mr President, the Com-
muniry cannot take all the credit for the fact that the
fixing of the agricultural prices gave rise to fewer
problems this year than usual. The Good Lord and Mr
Brezhnev also had a hand in it. The Good Lord saw to
it that the weather in the Soviet Union was w'orse than
in previous years and, since food prices are not fixed
with the weather, they had to buy more abroad than
usual. That caused prices on the world market to rise,
and that in turn eased the Community's problems.
Vhen prices on the world market are only slightly
lower than in the Community, it becomes less expen-
sive for the Communiry rc dispose of its surpluses of
meat and dairy produce, and so more money is avail-
able to put to good use, whether we prefer, like the
Commission, to give the farmers 90/o or,like the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, to let them have 140/0. But this
situation can hardly last. The weather may improve all
over the world, and the Community agricultural poliry
may therefore soon be in crisis again.
It is rather ampzing that the Commission is apparently
no[ aware of this situadon. The impression given is
that the proposed prices are pan of a carefully planned
policy which, within a reasonable space of dme, will
bring EEC and world market prices broadly into line
with one another. But no indication is given as to what
will be done if prices on the world market fall, for
example, by 15-200/0, and that is by no means incon-
ceivable. By pursuing its optimistic and unrealistic
poliry, the Commission is raising the prospect of using
Community cash for other things, such as social and
regional objectives, and one fine day there is not going
to be enough money available for the agricultural
policy. As we know, there is a limit to what the Com-
munity can spend. But there is also a danger in giving
an increase as large as that backed by the Committee
on Agriculture. An increase of. l4o/o is something
which can only happen once, and it will have given the
farmers a false idea of what they can expect from the
Community.
All in all, it becomes increasingly clear that the Com-
munity's agricultural policy has become a fiasco. It has
created an enormous bureaucratic machine and it has
forced developmenr to proceed along anificial lines.
But it has not solved the problems of agriculture or of
the farmers. I can tell you something abour these prob-
lems by quoting figures produced by the Dansk Jord-
brugsokonomisk Institut (Danish Institute for Agricul-
tural Economy). They show that farmers' incomes in
Denmark at constant prices in 1979-80 were only 35Yo
of their l97l-72level, before Denmark came into the
Community. I hope that Commissioner Dalsager has a
bad conscience over the facr that at that time he was
busy persuading Danish farmers to vote 'yes' to the
EEC.
President. 
- 
I call the Non-attached Members Group.
Mr Pezmazoglou. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, the problem
ve are dealing with today is such that I must srress at
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the outset the anomalous situation arising from the
uncenainty over the fixing of the level of agricultural
prices applicable for the 1982-1983 markering year.
Already a source of concern for 27 million Europeans,
this uncertainty has even more serious consequences
for the Member States and the less-developed regions,
notably Greece.
I therefore urge Parliament to resisr the subversive and
negative attitudes back of the various new direcrions
intended for the Common Agricultural Policy.
Need I sress that the CAP, applied for over 20 years,
is a vital element of the European Communiry, a fac-
tor of economic and social equilibrium for all the
Member Smtes, but that it was also one of rhe condi-
tions for the participation in the Community of many
countries, panicularly Greece ?
I should now like rc address a few remarks to rhose
speakers whom we have just heard who proposed
srengthening the commercial criteria governing the
application of the Common Agricultual Policy.
The CAP and the level of income of rhe agricultural
population determine the partern of growrh of the
entire Community economy and, in panicular, income
and production trends in the indusrrialized countries.
The Community's agricultural trade makes up 200/o of
the entire flow of goods, trade in industrial products
80%. The 200/o figtre for trade is of great socio-
economic importance, and consritutes the basis of the
whole Community economy.
Furthermore, the Common Agricultural Policy has
enabled us over the past 20 years to lay the founda-
tions for, and fully cover, the needs of the Community
in foodstuffs and agricultural raw materials. This is
panicularly imponant at a time when hunger is wide-
spread and when a shortage of agriculrural producrs is
probably imminent.
And lastly, in all those countries that are lagging
behind in development, notably Greece, Italy and cer-
tain French regions, the agriculrural sector is of vial
imponance. In Greece over 250/o of the population is
engaged in agriculture.
I have listened with a great deal of interest to rhe
observations made by the President-in-Office of the
Council. I hope that the criteria he mentioned, and the
general considerations he expressed, will not be for-
gotten when the final decisions are raken. I have hopes
shat these decisions will be taken as quickly as possi-
ble, and at the latest when the European Council
meets in a week's time. I must say, however, that I
cannot agree with the remarks made by Mr Dalsager
on behalf of the Commission and rhat we canno[ be
satisfied with the Commission's proposals. They are in
line neither with pasr experience nor with future
needs. I would therefore like to make a number of
observations in this connection and can only regret
that Mr Dalsager is not present to hear them.
First of all, the basic directions that the European Par-
liament has followed hitheno are in no way contradic-
tory. The views expressed by Mr Dalsager do not cor-
respond to the rue facts. Ve have proposed the
introduction of a co-responsibiliry levy on products in
structural surplus 
- 
I say structural advisedly 
-affecting the bigger producers. This proposal is not
only logical but necessary. There is no justification for
imposing the co-responsibility levy on all other prod-
ucts not. characterized by structural surpluses.
Second, Mr Dalsager's observations regarding the
budget do not stand up to examination. The European
Parliament has formulated very specific proposals for
restructuring the Community budget in the medium
and long term. If they are heeded by rhe Member
States and by the Council of Ministers, all the difficul-
ties will be ironed out.
Funhermore, there is no reason to mistrust the Parlia-
ment's proposals whilst the Commission proposals
raise doubts in the minds of all Communiry farmers.
Before concluding, Mr President, I should like ro say
a few words about possible solutions.
As various Members have pointed out, and among
them Mr Glinne, and Mr Vitale on behalf of rhe Com-
munist Pany, we clearly need a whole range of mea-
sures. The problem is not to fix a greater increase for
agricultural prices, but ro bring in a whole range of
measures. Mr Dalsager avoided this subject and
refrained from commenting on the views expressed
thereon. If it is imponanr, for all of us, to fix an ade-
quate rate of increase in agriculrural prices, it is viral in
the case of Mediterranean producm whose production
costs have risen so much that protection measures
need to be strengthened. Administrative procedures
must also be drawn up to implemenr and monitor
Community prorecrion.
Second, it is imponant to help the small and medium-
sized farmers, i.e. those with less than 20 hectares.
Third, inflation has reached a critical level, and Mr
Dalsager said that parities would have to be adjusted. I
do not think this would do very much good. Parity
adjustments and successive devaluations encourage
inflation, they do nothing m check ir and are unable to
bridge the gaps which indeed are consranrly widening.
To solve the problems in this area it is necessary to set
up mechanisms that can remove these gaps, at least in
the medium-term and to seek atreements with most of
the Member States, within the framework of the EMS,
that will progressively align exchange rates or to look
for ways of removing the gap between inflation rates.
It would be inadmissible to consider making the farm-
ers pay the price for the differing inflation rates among
the Member States. I believe, Mr President, that the
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measures we recommend will help us rc find the
necessary solutions.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Voltjer.
Mr Voltjer. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, *ie battle of the
prices has staned again in Europe. Offers range from
16.30/o to 00/0. The Committee on Agriculture is at
present saying 14010, and we can see straight away that
we are again bogged down on a course of wrangling
which will lead nowhere.
Mr President, I should like to state clearly that the
repon of the Committee on Agriculture is unaccepta-
ble to my Group. Not because it seeks to obtain a fair
increase in prices for the farmers, but because the
manner in which that is to be achieved is unacceptable.
A straight price increase means that the production of
surpluses will only increase and that the money will
end up where it will in fact act as an incentive to more
and bigger farming enrcrprises. On that point, Mr
President, our criticism goes funher. Ve feel that a
140/o price increase is not only unacceptable because it
is simply not practicable on budgetary grounds and
will cause huge increases in surpluses; we find it all the
more unacceptable because the repon is clearly guided
exclusively by protectionist considerations, and it sud-
denly becomes apparent once more that the agricul-
tural poliry is to be continued on the old basis. On the
old basis, just as though Parliament had never said
anphing about the shortcomings inherent in the pres-
ent poliry. Mr President, the chairman of my Group
has already presented the general lines of our policy in
that area. This repon, unless it is drastically amended,
is unacceptable to us, and we shall vote against it. \7e
shall endeavour to have the repon amended in such a
way that it goes funher in accommodating the Com-
mission's proposals. These proposals are open to a
good deal of criticism, but nevenheless 
- 
and Mr
Curry has clearly indicated as much in his original
repon 
- 
they could serve as a basis for discussion. At
least they do not ignore 
- 
Mr Dalsager also pointed
this out in his speech 
- 
what we have been saying
here for a year and a half. Mr President, once again,
we were not so unhappy with the Commission propo-
sals. Ve did feel that they could be corrected on one
or two points. Thus we sdll find that, when the Com-
mission speaks of a general increase in prices, it pays '
too listle attention to the problem in Europe, namely
the divergence in inflation rates and in cost trends
between she different countries as far as agriculture is
concerned. Here the Commission should have been
more outspoken in its proposals. A mere 120 rnillion
ECU for small farmers 
- 
although that is a step in rhe
right direction, Commissioner 
- 
to be given by way
of the price poliry, is just not enough. My Group
wishes to make that clear and has also rabled amend-
ments accordingly. I would draw my colleagues' ar[en-
tion to the fact that the Commission recently answered
quesdons concerning the use of the 40 000 million
ECU which are currently being spent by the Com-
munity on agriculture. In his enswer to those ques-
tions, the Commissioner for Agriculture indicated that
Durch farmers are being heavily subsidized, namely at
a rare of 17 000 guilders per worker employed. Only
one [enth of that amount goes to Italy. A price
mechanism alone is thus not a sadsfactory means of
achieving a fairer disribution of incomes in agricul-
ture. The Commissioner pointed out in his answer that
EEC policy is not the only factor responsible; there
are many causes, such as the difference in levels of
technical efficiency and other such facmrs. But I
should like rc impress upon my colleagues that, what-
ever the causes may be, the present price mechanism,
which is geared firstly to supponing farmers' incomes
and secondly to limiting the production of surpluses,
cannot achieve these objectives and has one-sided
effects whithin Europe. On this point therefore, the
Commission proposals call for criticism. A second
point which I should like to deal with is that the Com-
mission is proposing clear production targets, and for
the Christian Democrats that holds out the prospect of
a new depanure for Europe's agricultural poliry. Mr
President, it is of course not the producdon targets
themselves which are important, but the instruments
through which the targets are to be maintained. !7e
discussed that question in connecdon with the Plumb
repon and we have been discussing it for the past 2t/z
years. Now suddenly to speak of a new depanure,
which is osherwise devoid of content, and rc which the
Commission in my opinion also gives too little con-
tent, to me that is really going too far. For, if produc-
tion targets are to be set, then ar least the poliry
instrumenrc to be used in order to counter the produc-
tion of surpluses should also be specified. I came
across a clear proposal from the Commission in the
mandate proposals in the field of agricultuie. The
Commission says, regarding the new poliry concepts
for agriculture, that it wanrc to introduce a supple-
mentary levy on production which exceeds the targets,
and I thought that was a good approach. I must say
that Parliament has always argued in favour of action
on those lines. But, Mr President, when I now look at
the Commission's price proposals, suddenly there is
nothing to be seen of that, nor a single concrere pro-
posal, no concrete measures, only a catalogue of possi-
bilities. It is as though the Council, in its discussion of
the mandate, has so discouraged the Commission rhat
it no longer even feels up to giving some effect to the
decision in principle aheady taken by the Council, and
merely says:we have production targets now and we'll
just wait and see how we apply them in practice. \7e
have also tabled an amendment on that poinr, urging
the Commission to take decisive acrion in order effec-
tively to support and rescue the European agricultural
policy.
Another imponant point. Much criticism has come
from Parliament over the existence of the MCAs, the
monetary compensatory amounts. The Commission
has also dealt plainly with that point in its proposals. It
wants to dismantle the MCAs. Righdy in my opinion.
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But, Mr President, why did the Commission not go
funher? \7hy did it propose a 30/o reduction for the
Netherlands and 4r/zo/o for Britain and Germany?
'!7hy does the Commission not acknowledge the
wishes of the Council stated when the EMS was
introduced that the MCAs should be dismantled over
a period of two years? My country also has MCAs,
but, Mr President, I would point out that MCAs are
somedmes necessary to offset the anomalies brought
about by monetary policy. If, however, they are used
by a country to set high prices for its own farmers to
the detriment of those in other countries, then I say
that they are to be repudiated and that prompt mea-
sures must be mken. The Commission must be much
stricter on this point and must go further than it envis-
ages in its present proposals.
Conclusion: we shall, as a Group,,endeavour to bring
about drastic changes in the repon which the Com-
mittee on Agriculture has put before us. \7e shall table
amendments with definite proposals on farming
incomes, on price increases, on the MCAs and on
measures to limit the production of,surpluses. Only
when the substance of these proposals has been
accepted shall we be able to vore in favour of this
rePort.
I should also like to say something about producm:
milk production, for example. If we apply a 140/o price
increase, it will mean in fact that, precisely in those
countries in which the rate of infladon is very low,
there will be a massive increase in production. It is an
inviolable law of economics; production will exceed
our capaciry to pay for it. It is hopelessly and irrespon-
sibly optimistic to speculate that the world market will
absorb the surplus production at today's prices. There
is nothing rc show that the world market will stabilize
at the present level, but this is assumed for the sake of
convenience. Mr President, if the market collapses or
if the market does not turn out to be so stable and
prices fall again, as has now happened with sugar, then
we shall find ourselves facing immense problems
which will be absolutely insoluble as far as the budget
is concerned and which, in my opinion, will lead to the
renationalization of agricultural policy, and this is
something I should like rc prevent. I think we all carry
a responsibiliry to ensure that what we are fighdng for
in Europe, namely the Community agricultural policy
but also policies in other fields, should remain Com-
muniry concerns. !7hat is really happening now with
proposals such a-s these from the Commission amounts
to nothing more than putting our head through the
noose and saying: let's see tomorrow how we'll hang.
Mr President, I also have a comment to make on [he
co-responsibility levy: the co-responsibility levy is of
course no more than a consumer subsidy or a con-
sumer tax. For, if the co-responsibility levy is really to
do what is required of it, the same result can be
achieved directly by way of prices. But that mechan-
ism, and I agree with many of my colleagues, namely
the use of prices as a means of forcing reductions in
surpluses, is much too dramatic and produces a ration-
alizing effect which is something of a cold shower.
Also I feel that the co-responsibility levy is not the
right way. You cannot tax consumers because farmers
produce surpluses. You must give consumers the right
to pay the price which they have to pay to cover the
cost of the product. My Group will therefore vote
against the co-responsibility levy.
Finally, a word on sugar. Mr President, repons are
currently circulating in the Community 
- 
emanating
from the ISO 
- 
that we are damaging the developing
countries ro rhe extent of 500 million guilders per year
with our sugar poliry. I must say of course that we
cannot allow such a charge to be levelled against us.
'!7e have a five-year contract at present, but I wanted
to point out to the Commission that the farmers are
currently being manipulated by the factories into
producing for expon. I should therefore like rc ask the
Commission whether it agrees with me that it did not
in fact intend to introduce the mixed price systems and
the linked quota systems. If it abolishes them, the
independent producer will again be responsible, which
is in his interest and in that of the developing coun-
tries.
I will conclude now, Mr President. I have underscored
the main points here and would now just like to point
out that the agricultural policy, which is of concern to
us all and with which we are all involved, can only be
kept going if we adopt a realistic approach, if we all
strive to make a positive contribution to this debate in
Parliament, even at a stage when only prices are being
discussed.
(Tbe sitting was closed at I p..*.)'
1 Agenda for next sitting: see Minutes.
No 1-283/24 Debates of the European Parliament 25.3.82
SITTING OF THURSDAY, 25 MARCH 1982
Contents
24Mr Gautier
l. Fixing of agricultural prices (Docs 1-30/82,
1 -9/82 and 1 - 1 0/82) (continuation) :
Mr Langes; Mr Kirh; Mr Pranchire; Mr
Delatte; Mr Nyborg; Mrs Spaak; Mr Fich;
Mr Dakass; Mr Hord; Mr Adamou; Mrs
Martin; Mr Daoem; Mr Vandemeule-
brouche; Mr Romualdi; Mr Lange; Mr Boch-
let; Mr de Courcy Ling; Mr Mafte-Baugi;
Mr Goerens; Mr Geronirni; Mr De Goede;
Mrs Seibel-Emmerling; Mr Marck; Sir Fred-
erick Vl'amer; Mrs Barbarella; Mr Maher;
Mr G. Fuchs; Mr Kaloyannis; Mr Puntis; Mr
Kyrhos; Mr Brondlund Nieken; Mrs Castle
2. 25th Anniztersary of the signing of the Trea-
ties of Rome:
Mr Tindemans (Council); Mr Tltom (Corn-
rnission)
3. Fixing ofagricultural prices (continuation):
Mr Clinton; Mr Martin; Mr Gautier; Mr
IN THE CHAIR: LADY ELLES
Vice-President
(The sining utas opened at 9 a.m.)l
President. 
- 
I catl Mr Gaurier.
Mr Gautier. 
- 
(DE) Madam President, we are cele-
brating today the 25rh anniversary of the signing of
Papapietro; Mr Jiirgens; Mr Tbareau; Mr
d'Ormesson; Mr Rossi; Mr Vemimmen; Mr
Helms; Mr Vgenopoulos; Mr Giummarra;
Mr Mart; Mr Gatto; Mr Papaefstratiou; Mr
lVettig; Mr Diana; Mr Abens; Mr Boumias;
Mr Alaoanos; Mr Eyraud; Mr Colleselli; Mrs
Gredal; Mr McCartin; Mr Thom (Commis-
sion); Mr Horgan; Mr Gerohostopoulos; Mr
Sutra; Mr Friih; Mrs Van Hemeldonch; Mr
Dakager (Commission)
Current status of tbe mandate of SO May
1980 
- 
Interim report (Doc. 1-1/82) by Mr
Hopper:
Mr Hutton; Mr Hopper; Mr De Keersmaeher
(Council); Mr Papantoniou; Mr Giaoazzi;
Sir Henry Plumb; Mr Bonaccinli; Mrs Scrio-
ener; Mr Deleau; Mr De Goede; Mr Moreau;
'Mr Rogalla; Mr oon Bismarck; Mr lVekh;
Mr Femandez; Mr Delatte; Mr Junot; Mr
Didd; Mr Hernan; Mr Alaoanos; Mr Pesma-
zoglou; Mr Tborn (Commission); Mr De
Keersmaeker (Council)
the Treaties of Rome. But yesterday, in rhe IPE build-
ing, I saw an exhibition 
- 
evidently organized by the
Greek Communists 
- 
which is opposed ro rhe Euro-
pean Community in its tendency. Did the Bureau
approve this exhibidon? Or must this mistake be put
down to language difficulties, ro rhe facr that the
Bureau does not know enough Greek?
President. 
- 
This matter will be dealt with by the
Bureau. The Bureau was nor informed rhat this exhibi-
tion would be mounted and I can assure Mr Gautier
that in Greek or any orher language it would be
understood by rhe Bureau as ro irs conrenr. Ve will
discuss this matter in the Bureau and take the neces-
sary action.
59
4.
25
55
85
1 Approval of the Minutes: see Minutes.
2s.3.82 Debates of the European Parliament No l-283125
l. Fixing of agricultural prices ( continuation)
President. 
- 
The first item is the continuation of the
debate on agricultural prices.
I call Mr Langes.
Mr Langes. 
- 
(DE) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, anyone who followed the debate yesterday
and heard all the figures 
- 
16.3, 14,9 and 7.5, for
example 
- 
might have thought we were doing some
kind of collective bargaining in the European Parlia-
ment. Anyone who, like myself, comes from Germany,
where collective agreements are being negotiated at
the moment and where one has just been concluded at
4.20/0, must wonder whether what the European Par-
liament is now doing as regards the fixing of these
prices is not some kind of nonsense.
(Appkuse)
Your applause is perhaps a litde premature, Mr von
der Vring. \7e must ask ourselves anorher question 
-and yesterday evening, as my colleague has just
recalled, a discussion took place here in this building
between the Presidents of the three European institu-
tions because the European Community has been in
existence for 25 years today, and a number of very
wise and forward-looking ideas were expressed. How
does this all fit together?
Let us take a look at the Treaties. If you look at Arti-
cles 37 to 43 of the EEC Treaty, you will very soon
realize that the procedure which began yesterday, has
been continued today and will come to an end tomor-
row with , uoi.e, plays a central role in our European
policy, because Articles 37 to 43 say that the object of
the agricultural policy 
- 
and whar we are discussing
today is a very imponant aspect of that policy 
- 
is the
supply of sufficient food to rhe 270 million citizens of
the European Community. Its other object is to give
the producers of this food a reasonable living.
If we consider these two requirements, we find rcday,
on the 25th anniversary of the European Community,
that this poliry has been successful in providing the
food that is needed. But if we consider the producers,
we must admit that since 1977 the European Com-
munity has not been able to give them the increases to
which losses in value caused by inflation or specific
economic difficulties in their various countries entitled
them.
I maintain that the European agricultural policy has
proved itself in the last 25 years, but it has undoubr-
edly got into difficulry in one area, since it no longer
performs the task it was intended to perform for the
producers and undoubtedly because there are certain
structural factors which we find unsatisfactory.
I will refer only to those words we so often hear, 'sur-
plus' and 'the burning and destruction of foodstuffs'.
Vhen we see these words 
- 
and on this, I believe, we
all largely agree 
- 
we must ask ourselves why it is we
cannot bring these things under control as we would
like. To use a metaphor, this European agricultural
policy is like a lorry, on to which we have loaded a
pan of our European policy. The authors of the
Treary of Rome made it clear in the Treaty texts
25 years ago that they also wanted the other policies
rc be developed. And they named these policies: com-
mercial poliry and transport policy. \7e of the Euro-
pean Parliament say today 
- 
we have the Pfennig
repon and the Giavazzi report 
- 
that development
and energy policy should be added to the list.
But unfonunately, and this is the tenor of the state-
ment by the three Presidents yesterday, we find that
these policies have not been developed as we would
have liked. And what is our reaction? \(e load all the
difficulties and unsolved problems on to the agricul-
tural poliry lorry. Everyone is emptying his bag on to
it, regardless of whether the difficulties concern the
GATT agreement, Lom6 sugar or matters that have
nothing at all rc do with agricultural policy.
(Applause)
And now it is being said here in Parliament that the
lorry is no longer going as it should, it is not going fast
enough. \7hat are we going to do now? Some people
propose 
- 
as the Socialist members have just made
clear with their interjections 
- 
that we should give it a
litde less petrol or a little less oil, then it should be
possible to develop the other policies with the money
we save.
Ladies and gentlemen, this is a mistake. This cannot be
done. A major aspect of our European poliry, the agri-
cultural poliry, must not be destroyed. It must be ber-
ter designed in some respects. But 
- 
and we say this
to our farmers as well 
- 
you must help to develop the
other policies. Only then can we remove some of the
load on our European agricultural lorry that does not
belong on it.
If we are to be anything like honest in our discussion
of farm prices, these target prices, everyone in Europe
must realize that this has nothing to do with a wage
increase, but concerns a package of measures, a fixed
price, which is linked to various other aspecrs.
'!fle must also ask, of course, how we can finance this.
At the same time, we must have the courage ro say rhar
the other policies must be esnblished. But we shall not
achieve this by acting as the Socialists suggesr, by
keeping farm prices as low as possible and not giving
the producers the incomes they need. '!7e shall only
succeed if we make a.ioint effort to ger over this 1%
VAT barrier.
My group has rherefore deliberated very carefully on
what can reasonably be expected of the budget and
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also on what we must do for the people who produce
the food. It is quite clear to my group that we should
continue the fight against surplus production not by
doing away with the co-responsibility levy, as pro-
posed in the Curry report, but by continuing to prom-
ote and support it as a means of achieving structural
change in the agricultural policy. Personally I am even
in agreement with the suggestion that the old proposal
put forward by the former Commissioner for agricul-
ture should be taken up again and the upward grading
made even stronger, even more rigid.
But with the same breath we must also make it clear
that the scope for family farms must be increased
under the co-responsibiliry lery. Striking this balance
will be a joint task for the Commission, Council and
ourselves.
Just one more remark to conclude: why is the discus-
sion so difficult this time? One reason is that the Com-
mission has repeatedly told us during the debates on
the budget in recent years that we cannot spend more
orwe shall exceed the 1% limit; a tight grip must be
kept on the agricultural market. That was one of the
mistakes because, as we sas/ last year, many hundreds
of millions of ECU of the 1% of VAT were given to
the various countries, and that makes us all suspicious.
My group therefore believes that, if the co-responsibil-
ity levy is retained, it will be possible, even within the
budgemry limits, to approve a reasonable price
increase. The money is there; of that the Commission
has given sufficient intimation. There is nothing non-
sensical in anything that is being called for here. \flhat
is being called for is reasonable and part of our Euro-
pean policy.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr. Kirk.
Mr Kirk. 
- 
(DA) Madam President, ladies and gen-
tlemen, I lisrcned with great interest to yesterday's
debate and to that which opened this morning with Mr
Langes. I must say, though, that the strains are familiar
from past years, when we have discussed agricultural
prices here in Parliament. For example, I heard Mr
Skovmand yesterday 
- 
and he is of course anti-EEC
- 
say that the reason why things did not go so badly
for the common agricultural policy in 1981 and why it
was not such a healy burden on the 1981 budget was
tqbe blamed on or, more correctly' was attributable to
the Soviet Union and the Good Lord. I have often
noticed and have always been aware that Mr
Skovmand had good connections in the Soviet Union,
but I did not know that he was well in with the Good
Lord. I should like us all to take note of that.
(Laughter)
Madam President, I think we musr acknowledge rhat
the way in which the common agricultural policy has
been managed these past many years has been a suc-
cess. It has, as the Commission states in its own price
proposal, achieved its objective in supplying the Com-
munity's 270 million population with food and in
doing so at reasonable cost.'!7e allocate 11 000 million
units of account to the common agricultural poliry
and, if we compare that with something else which is
familiar to us all, namely the running of the railways in
the Community, which is a national concern, the
Member States spend as much as 5 000 to 5 000 mil-
lion units of account in order to keep the trains run-
ning in the Communiry. If we compare these two
operations, we ought really to be able to say that [he
Community's agricultural policy has required no more
than a reasonable amount of finance.
But unfonunately, it has to be said that the Commis-
sion has not taken sufficient account in its proposal
this year of the problems with which agriculture is
beset today in many of the Member States. Falling real
incomes, high rates of inflation and high rates of
inrcrest have not been taken sufficiently into account.
It is a bitter disappointment to me that the Commis-
sion has not faced up to the fact that the danger con-
fronting the Community is a very grave one.'We have,
for example, seen the French Government give exten-
sive national support to its country's agriculture,
because it thinks that French farmers can no longer be
expected to content themselves with the prices on
which the Community manages to reach agreement,.
Indeed, the Commission says in its own repon that the
common agricultural policy will be seriously at risk, if
satisfactory increases are not obtained. The Commis-
sion must think that satisfactory increases are achieved
when 9olo is proposed.
But the fact is that interest rates in some Member
States are running at over 200/0, in my country, Den-
mark, for one. Farmers there have to pay 200/o interest
if they vant. to invest and maintain their producdon
basis. It is also a fact that inflation is as high as 20Vo in
some Member States. In view of these figures, I think
the Commission must realize rhar 90/o cannor possibly
cover the cost increases which have taken place in
European agriculture, and I would rherefore urge'rhe
Commission to revise its proposal. I think it quire clear
rhat 90/o is too little, and I support the 140/o proposed
in the Curry report, which the Committee on Agricul-
ture adopted last week.
Another thing, over which Commissioner Dalsager
reproached Parliament yesterday, was thar rhe Com-
mittee on Agriculture had not kept to the proposal,
which the Commission had put forward and which
Parliament had adoprcd in June 1981, on production
targets. Now, the proposal presenrcd by the Commis-
sion on production rargers in the cereals sector sounds
fine, but what is the realiry behind it? The realiry is
that, if production rises above 119 million ronnes of
grain in the 1982-83 crop year, the price increases in
1983-84 will be lower. That is where rhe reality lies.
That is the substance of the Commission's thinking on
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production targe6. But that is what we have always
had; there is nothing new in that in itself. There is
nothing new in the fact that, if production is high one
yeer, an object the following year will be to hold back
price rises in the sector concerned. So I cannot really
see why the Commission needs to voice such regrets,
for nothing wharcver will change, whether the princi-
ple of production targets is adopted or not, because
the point at issue concerns the price proposal that the
Commission will come up with next year for the ensu-
ing crop year.
Madam President, there is one thing which I also
think is of the utmost imponance, when we consider
the common agricultural policy, and rhat is rhe situa-
tion of exchange rates in the Community, and the
monetary compensatory amounts. It is a fact that the
monetary compensatory amounts play a part in the
distortion of competition between European farmers.
In countries which have positive monetary compensa-
tory amounts, farmers have a clear advantage over
those in countries which have negative monetary com-
pensatory amounts or which have none at all. It must
therefore be one of our objectives in the price discus-
sions this year Lo secure a reduction in the montary
compensatory amounts or to have them phased out as
quickly as possible. The Council decided this some
time ago, but every year we see how they are allowed
to proliferate again because of the uncoordinated
economic policies pursued by the Member States. This
is one of the reasons why the Commission must
increase its price proposal, if we are to have any
chance at all of getting the monetary compensatory
amounts brought down. If we are to say to German
farmers that we must cut the positive monetary com-
pensatory amounts in Germany, we must also have a
better price proposal than that which the Commission
has put forward. I would therefore earnestly recom-
mend that the Commission revise its proposal.
Finally, I should like to thank Mr De Keersmaeker for
his speech yesterday, in which he assured Parliament
that everything in the power of the Presidency would
be done to ensure that the price negotiations would be
completed at the beginning of April. I hope you will
succeed, Mr De Keersmaeker, for there is no doubt
that, if we are to create a little optimism in European
agriculture, we must face up to the responsibility we
bear. Clearly it is, in the final instance, the President
of the Council and his colleagues who must show that
they realize that it is now necessary to put forward
some decent price increases and to get them adopted
by 1 April.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Pranchdre.
Mr Pranchire. 
- 
(FR) Madam President, a lot of
representatives of family smallholdings are out in front
of the European Parliament today and they have not
come to blow out the 25 candles on the Treaty of
Rome's birthday cake. History does some funny
things, let us admit. Just when q/e are celebrating the
25th anniversary of the Common Market which was
supposed to make the farmers prosperous and solve
their problems, here they are, demonstrating and pro-
testinS.
Eight years of falling income. That is the result of the
common agricultural policy as applied in France by a
series of right-wing governments. The small farmers
have had enough. They cannot keep up. They are
working harder all the time and their situation seems
to be unbearable. They have had enough of the vicious
yield-credit-labour cycle, and rightly so, and they are
refusing to take a further drop in their income in 1982,
something that would make their living and working
conditions even worse, speed up the move to the
towns and push up unemployment 
- 
which is already
at a record level in the Community.
This is why the European Commission's proposals
looked, to them like real provocation. The grossly
inadequate 90lo increase would not even be felt at
production level because the Commission has arbitrar-
ily ded it to measures which would considerably
reduce the scope of any price increase. In many of the
sectors, it wants to bring prices down and it is fixing
price thresholds with co-responsibiliry levies and res-
tricting the guarantees of market support. Although it
failed last year, it is back in harness again now, trying
to force general co-responsibility on us as the fourth
principle of the CAP. This Malthusian poliry of limit-
ing production totally ignores the many evasions of
Community preference that cost the budget more than
FF 20 000 000, a quarter of what the EAGGF spends.
\7ith all these successive blows from inside and outside
the EEC, the Common Market has become a bottom-
less pit where 16 000 000 tonnes of grain, 5 000 000
tonnes of vegetable oils and fats, 420 000 tonnes of
beef and veal and more are sunk, more or less without
customs duties.
So limiting production is even more unaccepmble now
that there are many sectors where the Community's
reserves are barely adequate. It has two days' supplies
of butter, 13 of beef and veal, nine of barley, two of
colza and so on. The butter mountains have melted,
the milk lakes have dried up and the Eurocrats would
do better to keep quiet than go chasing after rainbows.
Ve are pleased that the Committee on Agriculture
acted on our proposal and refused to extend co-re-
sponsibility to more sectors of production. And that is
not the only positive thing about rhe final resolurion
either, as it ovenurned the rapporteur's original pro-
posals and then threw out all the Commission's propo-
sals and took proper notice of the ideas that the
French Communists and Allies had been defending.
Yes, we are proud and we are pleased with the encour-
aging results obtained at the Committee on Agricul-
ture, particularly because of the reference we had
asked for rc the objective method of price fixing, to
the improvement of market support to make sure that
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price increases really are felt at production level, to the
introduction of additional measures to reduce rising
production costs in the countries where inflation is
high and to respect for Community principles, with, in
particular, limitation of substitute products and the
inroduction of a lery on imported oils and fats.
Once again the defenders of Unilever, with their spu-
rious arguments, will no doubt be all out against the
farmers as usual. They will be careful not to say what
Unilever's profits actually are, of that you can be sure,
or how much capital firms in Germany and the Neth-
erlands have ploughed into growing manioc 
- 
which
has been developed to the detriment of food crops in
the developing countries. Do not join in their wailing.
They are only shedding crocodile tears 
- 
and croco-
diles also have teeth.
Although there are many positive things about the
Committee on Agriculture's report, there are sdll gaps
and shortcomings that we wanted to overcome with
our amendments. To cover rising production costs and
stan making up for the accumulated loss of income of
the past few years, we are asking for the agricultural
prices paid rc family smallholdings to go up by at least
160/0. The Community budget can cope with this
increase, because of the 8 000 million it saved in 1981
and because the effect of this increase represents less
than 2Q0/o of the cost of derogations from Community
preference.
Ve note the desire to dismantle the monetary com-
pensatory amounts as soon as possible, but we rhink
we should go funher and move faster to re-establish
the uniry of the market and put an end to the distor-
tions of competition which our farmers are having to
contend with by I April 1982. Ve share and under-
stand the anger which abusive imports and speculation
by big dealers have provoked among the farmers, the
wine-growers and the fruit and vegeable producers
and we resolutely call for total respect for Community
preference and better control over imports. The ser-
ious repercussions of these impons that are used as a
lever on costs reinforces our opposition to enlarge-
ment, if indeed any reinforcement is needed. But we
are glad that the campaigns we alone have waged have
made it possible so far to prevenr enlargement 
-which we propose to replace by a genuine policy of
cooperation with the applicanr countries.
'S7e have heard the alarm which the international
organizations have sounded about the worsening mal-
nutrition in the world today and we think that rhe
danger is not producing too much, as the Commission
would have it, but not producing enough. This is why
we are defending a farm srategy where development
is based on family smallholdings capitalizing on their
natural resources 
- 
which means gerting out from
under the increasingly constricting wing of the USA
and resisting its unacceptable pressure.
Last and not least of our priorities is that we think it is
vital for the agricultural prices for 1982-83 to be fixed
by 1 April 1982. And this means scotching Mrs
Thatcher who has staned the blackmail she was so
successful with in 1980. There can be no question of
horse trading and lumping together price fixing and
the British contribution, as the Committee on Agricul-
ture so righdy emphasized at our request. If the UK
wants to stay in the Common Market, then it has to
abide by the rules. The farmers will not be hostages.
Nor will they be pawns in any Community reform.
'S7'e are pleased that, at the European negotiations, the
French Government was firm about British blackmail
and defending the farmers' income. This is the right
road. It has rc be followed and we, for our part, shall
not deviate from it. '$7e have the backing of the
Bovernment's commitments which Frangois Mitterand,
the President of the French Republic, mentioned again
recently. Guaranteeing the farmers' income is one of
che condidons that we insist on if the common agricul-
tural policy is to be pursued. The French farmers can
rest assured that we will not let them be sacrificed for
the benefit of the construction of Europe 
- 
that we
cannot envisage without a proper relaunching of the
economy through an increase in purchasing power.
'W'e are faithful to our commitments. Ve are con-
cerned about the development of our agriculture and
the wellbeing of the people who work in it and we are
determined to go on working in the Community insti-
tutions and in the field with the firm desire of seeing a
stop put to the falling incomes of our family small-
holders in 1982.
(Applause from the Communist and Allies Group)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Delatte.
Mr Delatte. 
- 
(FR) Madam President, Honourable
Members, as I have akeady had several opportunities
of expressing my own and my group's opinions on the
problems and technical aspects of the common agri-
cultural policy and as I have only a short time at my
disposal, I propose to confine myself rc the political
side of farm price fixing for the moment.
I should, by the way, like to congratulare our rappor-
teur, David Curry, for all the work he put in and for
his faithful presentation of the conclusions of the
Committee on Agriculture. I shall not deal with the
positive positions arrived ar in rhe committee. But I
shall express my surprise at Commissioner Dalsager
saying he hoped m see an alliance between rhe Com-
mission and Parliament and making somewhat contra-
dictory starcmenm to us. He did in facr stress the need
for the common agricultural policy to be dynamic and
then he went on to talk about measures thar would
clearly have an effect on European farm production. I
sincerely hope that our Assembly will refuse to see
things in this lighr and will mainrain the positions
arrived at in the Committee on Agriculrure, as rhey are
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essential to the kind of development of European agri-
culture that I find highly desirable.
The decision we are going to take on the proper level
for these prices and the decision thar the Council of
Ministers for Agriculture will be taking are highly pol-
itical things and here I should like to say that it was
with great interest that I listened to Mr de Keers-
maeker, the minister, telling us that a consensus w'as
emerging in the Council of Ministers in an atrempt to
get us out of the deadlock towards which we seem [o
be moving. !/hat does this mean? Firsr of all, we have
to decide whether we want a minimum of social justice
or not. For several years now, the French farmers have
been seeing their purchasing power eroded, as we are
forever hearing, and I should like rc know whether
there are other socio-professional categories with such
a handicap. No, there are not. Then we have to find
out whether, in the difficult task of constructing
Europe and in the period of crisis we are now experi-
encing, we are seeking alibis. In other words, are we
going to allow the common agricultural policy to
become an excuse rc hide behind when future genera-
tions are bitterly regretting our present lack of political
will?
I should also like to say, yet again, that it is not by
gradually dismantling the common agricultural poliry
that we will create other policies. Such a thing would
mean 
- 
and obviously warrant 
- 
raising the ceiling
on own resources. Then we have to decide whether
agriculture should be a European economic and politi-
cal force as far as the rest of the world is concerned.
Since it is a natural resource, I am convinced rhat ir
can play a leading part in our interdependence, prov-
ided, simply and logically, that the farmers get a
decent living.
And lastly, ladies and gentlemen, we have to decide
whether or not we need to Bet Europeans enthusiastic
about the construction of Europe. I would remind you
that the farmers used to be ardent common market-
eers. I would remind you that farming is the only sec-
tor of activity where incomes are fixed in accordance
with European decisions and procedure. The Treaty
of Rome is 25 years old today, as Mr Langes said just
now, and it is an occasion to show, with a frank,
fonhright vote, that Europe has not forgotren its
farmers and the things its agriculture can do and, most
important, that the farmers' interests and the general
interest are one and the same. Europe, now in its
second generation, will not neglect the farmers who
made up so many of the first generation of Europeans.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Nyborg.
Mr Nyborg. 
- 
(DA) Madam President, the repon on
agricultural prices for the 1982-83 crop year, which is
the basis for our discussions today and which is the
result of the deliberations of the Committee on Agri-
culture, does not seem so bad to me. At all events, it is
considerably better in my opinion than the curious
proposal the Commission has put before us. The Com-
mission speaks of moderation and a prudent price
policy and uses that as a kind of excuse for apparently
plucking out of thin air the figure of 9o/0.
\(e all know from bitter experience [hat the Council
of Ministers, often after long wrangling, manages ro
reach some compromise or other, without nking inro
account either the Commission's proposal or Parlia-
ment's opinion. And that may be a kind of alibi for rhe
Commission's way of doing things, but I do not think
that there is really any excuse. Any compromise pro-
posal shon of the 16.3% which COPA has demanded
will only mean further loss of ground for our farmers.
For we all know very well that what we are discussing
here is an increase based on the rises in cosm which
have taken place, but it does not take into account the
cost increases which will mke effect in the coming
year. Already now, in the space of only a few days, we
have suffered further loss of ground, even if we meel
the very reasonable demands of the farming organiza-
tions. The only positive elements I was able rc find in
the Commission's proposal were the remarks on cut-
ting back the monetary compensatory amounts. That
is entirely sound thinking in my opinion. 'West Ger-
many has used the system in order to maintain high
prices to its farmers, who have been encouraged rc
increase their production, while at rhe same rime other
Community countries have been persuaded to cut their
production. The British, with their usual business sense
and head for figures, have used the system to keep
prices low. More consideration has been given to the
consumer than to the farmer. It would be very hear-
tening, if a system like that could soon become a rhing
of the past.
The principle of counter-payments of an equal level,
quota arrangements and co-responsibility levies should
also quickly become things of the past, in my opinion.
I shall not speak at great length on rhese quesrions,
but, in connection wirh the co-responsibiliry levy, I
must express surprise that the Commission apparendy
still believes that it can go on applying a structural
policy with the aid of price intervention.
It is tiresome always having to talk of limitations and
restrictions. Vhy not for once rry a positive policy
such as that embodied in Anicle 39 of the Treaty of
Rome? Instead of imposing limirations on ourselves,
let us open out and pursue a dynamic expon policy!
The Commission has so far treated exporrs as a short-
term measure for the control of markets. But I would
point out that it would be quite feasible to develop an
intelligent expon poliry.ln 1970 Denmark had lircr-
ally no exports to Japan, but today v/e exporr. pork to
Japan to the value of 1 800 million kroner per year and
are the only country in the Community to have a sur-
plus on our trade balance with Japan. So it can be
done.
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As has been said by many other speakers, I would add
that I find the blackmail pursued by the British mally
unacceptable; we cannot link a nation's budgetary
problems with the policy on prices for all the farmers
of the Community to which we belong.
Ve can no longer sand by and see competent, effi-
cient and hard-working farmers penalized. The Euro-
pean Parliament, in my opinion, can no longer accept
the undermining of the common agricultural policy.
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Spaak.
Mrs Spaak. 
- 
(FR) I should like to start by saying
how difficult it is to discuss farm prices in the absence
of a Council decision on imponant aspects of the com-
mon agricultural policy on which Parliament has '
already made its position clear. I am thinking, for
example, of an external strategy including, in panic-
ular, the conclusion of long-term exporr, conrracrs.
I should like to insist on one thing that seems to me to
be imponant. Agriculture is an essential aspect of the
qualiry of life, whatever country of the Community we
live in, and it has to be managed with this in mind.
This means maintaining a balance between large-scale
concerns and the small and medium-sized family hold-
ings. Large concerns tend to have the advantage of
combining sound profitability with the possibility of
technological modernization and their size means they
are better placed to withstand difficulties on the mar-
ket. Their responsibilities have to reflect the size and
diversity of their production.
Small and medium-sized farms, however, are much
more vulnerable in all sons of ways. But they do pro-
vide jobs and they are pan of the life of many parts of
the Community, \Tallonia in panicular. The common
agricultural policy has to give them a decent standard
of living. It has to give young people who want to
make their career in farming a future by ensuring they
have a big enough profit margin to invest. But the
present corresponsibility lery is doing quite the oppos-
ite. It in fact cuts the price paid to rhe producer and
maintains a higher price for the consumer. The profit
margin and investment opponunities of the small
farmers are decreasing in the same proportions as
those of the big concerns and this seems to me to be
unfair. The burden of this mx ought to be distriburcd.
So I am obviously in favour of assisting the small milk
producers as the Commission suggests. But can the
Commission guarantee that the 120 000 000 ECU
provided will actually Bo to those family smallholdings
that derive most of their income from agriculture?
Now I come to my second and last point 
- 
the mone-
tary compensatory amounts. The dismantling of these
amounts was and still is one of the aims that has to be
achieved if we are, in panicular, to re-establish the
uniry of the market. The minister said as much. It may
be difficult to do away with those that exist, but it
would be logical at least not to introduce any new
ones. Can the Commission and the Council say when
any decision will be taken on the green currencies, fol-
lowing devalution of the Belgian franc?
The common agricultural poliry is one of the essential
policies of the Community. If it can be defended, it
can also be improved. This is where my questions and
my remarks are leading. I should like to insist that the
'Council has the will and the political courage not to
postpone its decision. Any delays will increase the
farmers' very reasonable concern about their future,
heighten the risk of renationalization of the common
agricultural policy and endanger the very real achieve-
ment of the European Community whose 25th anni-
versary we are celebrating rcday.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I would just like to reply to the question
raised by Mr Gautier earlier this morning concerning
an exhibidon organized by some members of the
Communist and Allies Group in this Parliament. A
request was made by three Greek Members to the
College of Quaestors to hold this exhibition. The
Quaestors gave permission on the understanding that
it should not be held near the hemicycle. The exhibi-
tion was intended to present a complete and objective
picture of agricultural problems in Greece. Since,
however, Mr Gautier has raised an objection to this
exhibidon, this matter will be submitted to the Bureau
at the earliest possible convenience.
I call Mr Fich.
Mr Fich. 
- 
(DA) Madam President, on behalf of the
Socialist Group, I should like to speak about some of
the budgetary aspects of the Commission's proposal
for a price package for the 1982-83 crop year. It has
often been said that it is not the budget which should
determine agricultural policy, and I concur. The agri-
cultural policy should be judged on its own merits and
deficiencies and, of course, on the extent to which it
meets the objectives laid down in the Treaties. Bur it
seems to me that there is a tendency here today to for-
get entirely that there are, a[ rhe end of rhe day, finan-
cial limits within which expenditure on agriculture
must be contained. It seems to me that we are forget-
ting that there is the famous 1% VAT ceiling, which is
now' not. merely a theoretical problem but a real one. It
seems to me that we are forgetting that we ourselves
have expressed the wish that the Community should
have resources rc pursue other policies besides agricul-
ture, and it seems to me that we are forgetting that
there is a limit to whar the people of the Community
are prepared to pay out, both as axpayers and as con-
sumers.
I think that much of the confusion arises from the fact
that these two concepts are nor kept separate. It is very
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imponant to remember that there is a difference
between agricultural prices and agricultural expendi-
ture. It is self-evident what farm prices are, but agri-
cultural expenditure involves all kinds of supplemen-
tary measures in addition to prices, namely co-respon-
sibility levies, production thresholds, monetary com-
pensatory amounts and many more. The crucial issue
today is that there is a limit to expendirure but, within
a given expenditure ceiling, ir is possible ro pur for-
ward a variety of solutions to the problem of how high
prices should be. It depends only on one thing: how
much are we prepared to do in the other sectors by
way of co-responsibiliry? If we are prepared to limit
production so that it corresponds more or less to con-
sumption, there is scope for higher price rises. But, if
c/e want freedom to produce large surpluses, which
must be exponed with expon refunds or which, if the
worst comes to the worst, must be put into interven-
tion stores 
- 
and that is precisely what costs the
money 
- 
it is obvious that prices must necessarily also
be lower.
'\7hat is of interest to us from a budgemry point of
view are the supplementary measures, for that is where
the big money goes, and that is what really concerns
us 
- 
much more than prices as such.
Vhat is this famous limit? Yes, it has often been said,
but let me repeat, ir The limit for 1982 is 550 million
units of account, and let us look at the various propo-
sals. The Commission's proposal will cost 400 million
unim of account, and it is within the limit; but the pro-
posal contained in the Curry report runs to about
1 100 million units of account, and the COPA propo-
sal is of course higher still. This means [hat we cannot
finance the Curry proposal in 1982, unless, of course,
q/e get a supplementary budget. But this House has
time after time declared that it is unwilling to resort to
supplementary budgets during the course of the year.
Parliament itself bears responsibility for the budget we
approved only about two months ago.
Vhat is the limit for 1983? The limit for 1983 is of
course the 1% ceiling. If we uke the Commission's
forecasts for its own receipts and assume that the
structural funds will not increase any funher than they
did in previous years, and we all felt that that was too
little, there will be 1 300 million unim of account left.
Vithin that 1 300 million, ure can fund the Commis-
sion's proposal, but the proposal contained in the
Curry report will cost at least 2 000 million units of
account, and that is out of all proportion to our avail-
able resources. I have heard that there are some who
say we must extend the 70/o ceiling, but we are discuss-
ing the 1982-83 price package here and, if we extend
the lYo ceiling, everybody knows that will take two,
perhaps three years, and it is not therefore realistic to
discuss it at the present time.
I will say one thing to the Christian Democrats. I have
noted that agricultural expenditure is too high. I have
noted that the Christian-Democratic Group supponed
the 1982 budget at the level of funds set out, i.e. only
560 million units of account. I have noted that the
Christian-Democratic Group supponed the Pfennig
repon and the Giavazzi report, which called for funds
to be allocated rc policy in fields other than agricul-
ture. So now I see that the Christian-Democratic
Group is set for a U-turn.
That is fair enough, but I must point out to them that
what they are supporting is a supplementary budget
lor 1982, and that there will be less money available
for the structural funds in 1983. I think we should be
clear about that. Let me conclude by saying that we
should make use of the agricultural policy, but the
abuse which has been practised hitheno will mean that
it will become unpopular and that it will not be possi-
ble to finance it. And in the long run it will destroy the
agricultural policy.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Dalsass.
Mr Dalsass. 
- 
(DE) I sympathize with the rapporteur
for the lack of enthusiasm with which he has presented
his report, following the substantial changes made by
the Committee on Agriculture to his motion for a
resolution. But we had to make the changes 
- 
or
rather improvements 
- 
if we were to remain some-
thing like true to ourselves and to the agricultural
policy which we have so far pursued , largely with con-
siderable success. I must nevenheless confess that the
rapporteur has reflected the viewpoint of rhe Com-
mittee on Agriculture fairly faithfully.
I intend to confine myself to a number of basic com-
ments and state my views on critical remarks made
both by the rapporteur and by Commissioner Dalsa-
ger. Mr Curry has expressed the criticism that the
motion for a resolution tabled by the Committee on
Agriculture seeks to give a free rein to increases in
production. I do not find anything to criticize in that:
we welcome free development in the economy. It cor-
responds to our ideas of free market economy, and by
'our' I principally mean my troup. But if this criticism
concerns areas in which surpluses are being produced,
thus causing distonions or burdens which the general
public can no longer be expected to tolerate, certain
adjustments will have to be made to the agricultural
policy to curb these surpluses and, where possible,
reduce them..I7e have always advocated this and shall
continue to do so in the future.
The rapponeur's criticism that nothing is being done
about this is unjusdfied. His proposal is that rhe
co-responsibility levy should be abolished. But this is
the only measure that has so far been taken to tackle
surpluses and to attempt to curb and reduce them. The
Commissioner has rightly rejected this proposal,
because the Commission has always advocated the
retention of the co-responsibility,levy.
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The Group of the European People's Pany has also
accepted it and advocated ir rercntion as long as
structural surpluses continue to exist. In the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, however, it was unable to get its
way, and that is why it has tabled the same motion in
Parliament. 'I7e want a variable co-responsibility levy.
The position of the European People's Party has
always been that the small milk producers, and espe-
cially family farms, must be helped and that they
deserve greater consideration and support.
Now the repon of the Committee on Agriculture
refers to 120m ECU in connection with the direct
incomes transfer which Mr Dalsager has criticized.
Ve are opposed to this kind of support because we
feel it conflicts with the principles of the free market
economy. Direct incomes subsidies should be avoided
wherever possible. It is better to help small producers
by exempting them from the co-responsibiliry levy.
Our motion therefore calls for the exemption of the
first 60 000 kg. Admittedly, this might give rise to the
criticism that everyone would profit from such an
exemption, not just the small producer. That is true.
But this is the only approach if we are to avoid the
development of a bureaucratic apparatus which would
cost far more [han we have at our disposal. '$7e narur-
ally continue to advocate the exemption of mountain
areas from the co-responsibility levy and we have
mbled an amendment ro this effect.
The Commissioner has also been critical about the
increase in prices, saying that a moderate position
must be adopted. The Commission has in fact been
somewhat too moderate, because not quite 90lo is sim-
ply not enough. There is no way this proposal can be
approved. Vhy, after all, did over 100 000 farmers
protest in Paris the day before yesterday, when farm-
ers have little liking for taking to the streets and
demonstrating? Because they are afraid the price
increases might be too small and their situation will
deteriorate funher, their real incomes will sink funher.
Ve consider a greater price increase necessary to prev-
ent this happening. '$7'e are in favour of the proposal
made by the Committee on Agriculture, even though
- 
and this is no secret 
- 
we did put forward a differ-
ent proposal to prevent the increase from falling below
a certain lower level. This proposal should be a safety
net. .!7'e did not expect anything more to be decided,
but things now being what they are, we willingly
approve this new proposal.
'Ve must continue with the common agriculrural
policy unless s/e v/an[ the European Comrhunity ro
fall apan. This policy still holds the Communiry
toge[her to some extent. If we abandon it, we shall
have abandoned practically the only imponanr rhing
we have achieved in the last 25 years.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Hord.
Mr Hord. 
- 
Madam President, I should first of all
like to compliment the rapponeur on his original draft
and background documentation. I think it is fair to say
that few people show the same dedication to their role
as rapporceur in the House as Mr Curry.
But, Madam President, I cannot compliment or sup-
port the Committee on Agriculture, of which I am a
member, on its repon. To me it seems unrealistic,
one-sided, irresponsible and inflationary. Funher-
more, the Commissioner has reminded us that the
same report is contrary to Parliament's report of June
last year on the restructuring of the agricultural poliry.
\7ell it is not often, Madam President, that I agree
with the Agriculture Commissioner, but I cenainly did
so yesterday, and I think it is fair to say that many of
his criticisms of the Commitree on Agriculture's repon
are justified. They cenainly are in my view. I consider
rhe 140/o proposed by the committee totally inaccept-
able.
But I think we should at, the same dme look at the
Commission's approach. As we know, a general or
average price increase of 8t/zo/o is suggested there. But
is it really relevant or realistic for us to give price
increases in those sectors which are in structural sur-
plus?
Let us take milk. Even with the co-responsibility levy
we still had a record output of milk last year 
- 
up by
2.70/0. One wonders when it is ever going to end. So I
would suggest that the co-responsibility lery as a dis-
cipline has been totally useless. Look at sugar: we
again have something like 3 million tonnes in surplus
and we are just about to give another 90lo increase.
Olive oil is up 9%. Then there is wine. As far as the
consumer is concerned, this is verging on madness.
Madam President, can the Commission 
- 
and the
Council for that matter 
- 
expect to secure credibiliry
for the common agricultural policy when they ignore
the conditions of the marketplace? Their policies
encourage even higher record levels of ourpur in rhe
sectors which are in structural surplus and, at the same
time, penalize the Community taxpayers even more
heavily. I think one has to liken rhis approach to a
demented cowman feeding more and more high pro-
tein concentrate to a cow which has got acure mastitis.
Sure enough it will cease to produce milk and it will
probably die. I think that is what will happen to the
common agricultural poliry if the Commission and the
Council fail to impose realistic disciplines urgenrly.
Last year, Madam Presidenr, something like a 90lo or
100/o increase was approved by rhe Commission and
the Council. Did we see the nominal 20lo rise in the
retail prices of some of the commodities in the shops?
In the United Kingdom for example butter went up by
121/20/o and sugar by 100/0. Both of those had been in
surplus. Bacon went upby 270/o.Ir is strange, is it not,
how we decry the world market situation. But lasr
year,lf we look at some of the commodides which are
not covered by the CAP, we will see, for insrance, that
margarine wenr up a nominal l0/o; tea went down
7.750/o and coffee also went down. So I do wonder
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whether in fact we are getting our sums right here in
the Community in areas which are covered by the
common agricultural policy.
As I say, the co-responsibility levy has failed. I think
that what is vital is to have new disciplines. In this
regard, Madam President, I have not yet seen any se[
of proposals more realistic than the Plumb proposals
which emanated from this House last year, and I do
believe that more notice should be taken of rhem.
Of course, we are hearing more about an oils and fats
tax. Now my group basically goes along with an oils
and fats policy. But when we start trying to tax farm-
ers who have historically been involved in using a cer-
tain amount of concentrates, I think we should bear in
mind the consequences which it could have. If some of
those people who want to tax oils and fats have their
way I believe we shall see some very unsatisfactory and
unfair situations resulting in particular amongst estab-
Iished dairy farmers throughout the Community.
Therefore, my group will not at all be keen to see any
taxes in that respect.
Time is brief, but I do want, Madam President, to say
a few words about th.e wine alcohol situation. The
Commission has recently put forward proposals to
increase the amount of wine distillation. It seems to me
that the wine lake wilt certainly be giving birth to a
wine alcohol lake. I think that none of us want to see
that; cenainly not the taxpayers. I believe that in many
regards the surplus wine has been wasted, and I do
hope that Parliament will accept my amendment to
utilize surplus wine must as an alternative to molasses
as an animal feedstuff.
As I say it makes no sense to raise the price of prod-
ucts in structural surplus. The Commission's proposed
increase 
- 
never mind the Committee on Agricul-
ture's idea of 140/o 
- 
will place a very heavy burden
on food manufacturers. It will increase the burdens on
those firms to the point where many of them will have
to lay off labour, bearing in mind that we are all in a
recession, not just the agricultural industry. Some of
them may well have to close down with very substan-
tial repercussions on ennployment. The consumer will
also, I believe, react verry strongly against the sugges-
don of the higher prices. There will clearly be a drop
in consumption for all products, more surpluses and
with it more taxpayers' money needed to sustain the
cost of dumping high-cost food at bargain prices.
Madam President, with the recession requiring a high
incidence of self-restraint, I believe it is vital for all the
Community institutions to set an example. I believe the
Commission, the Council and Parliament should do all
they can to fight inflatic,n. Let us show the way in this
House lomorrow to the people of Europe on this aus-
picious day by recognizing the overriding need to
overcome the evils of inflation and unemployment and
reject the 740/o price increase contained in the Com-
mittee on Agriculture's report.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Adamou.
Mr Adamou. 
- 
(GR) Madam President, the Greek
farmers, who found themselves involved in the EEC
without having been asked, are now being killed by
suspense as the competent organs of the Communiry
are about to decide the fate of the fruit of their
labours, and this anxiety is entirely 
.iustified because
the Commission has proposed that this year the prices
of agricultural products should go up by 90/0, a thing
that, to them, spells virtual ruin. It is well known that
in Greece, for special reasons, the cost of production is
treble and infladon double what they are in the other
countries of the Community. The basic means of
production have been made excessively expensive by
the monopolies that produce them, while in the mean-
time, and in accordance with EEC regulations, the
various national subsidies have been and are being
abolished. It is also known, notwithstanding the Com-
mission's allegations to the conffary, that the income
of Greek farmers, according to figures released by the
Ministry of Agriculture, fell by 7.70/o in 1981, or by
4. l0/o rt account is taken of various national subsidies,
and this in spite of an increase in agricultural produc-
tivity.
In 1981 
- 
the first year of belonging to the EEC 
-Greek farmers were obliged to bury 235 000 tonnes of
fruit for which they received compensation of only
2 000 220 000 Drachmas. This is a consequence of the
cut-throat competition faced by Greek products from
similar products in the other Member States of the
Community.
It is a consequence of the maintenance and extension
of compensatory contributions applied to exponed
Greek fruit. It is a consequence of the barriers and
obstacles impeding their distribution to third coun-
tries, panicularly the Socialist countries, which could
absorb the. Greek agricultural surpluses in exchange,
of course, for manufactured goods. Moreover, it. is a
consequence of the non-application of the principle of
Community preference for Greek agricultural prod-
ucts. A characteristic example is provided by tobacco.
Vhile the overall production of the EEC corresponds
to a shortfall of 400 000 tonnes of tobacco per year,
and this tobacco shonfall is made up from the Unircd
Smtes, Zimbabwe, Malawi and Turkey, in Greece
135 000 tonnes of tobacco from previous harvests are
locked away in store, and not a single leaf of the 1981
crop has yet been exponed.
Cirus fruits constitute a second example. Last year,
the Community absorbed only 30/o of the Greek citrus
fruits available for export, but this year as well, when
production increased by 360/o the Common Market
countries absorbed only a small amount. Of the
332 000 tonnes of cifius fruit exported up to
14 March, these countries had bought only 58 000
lonnes. They preferred to purchase I 000 000 tonnes
of oranges from third countries. If 250 000 tonnes had
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not been exported to the Socialist countries, the Greek
growers would have been obliged to consign their cit-
rus fruit to the grave. The degree to which EEC policy
is disadvantageous to Greek farmers and opposed to
the economic interests of Greece is shown by two
examples. Greece is almost the only Community coun-
try that produces cotton, covering the needs of the
Community ro rhe exrenr of 150/0. She would be able
to double her output. However, the Communiry limits
Greece's production to 450 000 tonnes of raw cotton,
because the monopolies impon cheaper cotton from
third countries and make a bigger profit. A similar
situation exists with sugar. \flhile sugar beet thrives in
our country and Greece could not only be self-suffi-
cient but could also export sugar, the EEC limits the
production quota to 317 000 tonnes and compels
Greece to import sugar, subsidized by the national
budget because it is more expensive.
Madam President, I participated in the work of the
Agricultural Committee, when they discussed the
Curry report on the prices of agricultural produce and
the agricultural policy of the EEC. \7hat happened
there represented anlthing but unity and community
of interests. The attempt is being made to load the
economic crisis that holds the EEC in its grip onto the
farming sector, to safeguard the interests of the mono-
polies and of giant companies in the North at any cost.
Thus, the common agricultural policy is at the thresh-
old of virtual bankruptcy. The reduced agricultural
allocations of this year's budget are the surest witness
to this. The Treaty of Rome emphasizes that the EEC
must secure satisfactory incomes for its farmers, and
that is why the increase proposed by the EEC Com-
mission is derisory, just as the proposal for 14% by rhe
Agricultural Committee, which we voted against, is
most inadequate. This is particularly provocative to the
Greek farmers, subjected as they are to high produc-
tion costs and high infladon which blows the modest
agricultural income to the winds. By virtue of resolu-
tions adopted by their organizarions and a decision of
their recent conference, the Greek farmers have asked:
(1) That a special increase of 300/o should apply ro the
prices of Greek agricultural products, to cover the cost
of production and yield a sensible profit so rhar rhey
may make a living and continue their productive activ-
ity. (2) That the small-to-medium culrivators should
receive subsidies and other fundamental suppon.
(3) That the restrictions on the production of robacco,
beet, cotton, oil, soft grain and orher dynamic prod-
ucts should be abolished, as should the restrictions on
exports to the Socialist and non-aligned countries, and
that these exports should be subsidized so rhar farmers
will not have to bury their produce. The agricultural
sector in Greece is one of the cornerstones of rhe
country's economy, since it employs 290/o of the work-
ing population. There are abeady 200 000 unem-
ployed, and not 51 000 as reponed by the Commis-
sion. Consequently, the uprooting of the agricultural
population that is the result of the EEC agricultural
policy will increase unemploymenr, while ro secure a
reasonable income would not only preserve the agri-
cultural population, but would make it possible for
Greek farmworkers who have emigrated and who
remain unemployed in 'S7est Germany, Belgium and
other'l7estern countries, to return to their villages.
Of course, all this is unacceptable to the monopolies
who seek to extract the greatest possible profits. Thus,
the only immediate possibility for the protection of the
Greek farmers is for the Greek Government to exer-
cise its veto on the Council, in other words for Greece
not to abide by the principle of an integrated market
and prices, and to demand what the Greek farmers
have proposed. As for the workers in Greece, we
believe that they will inrcnsify their struggle for our
country to break away from the EEC, to create rhe
conditions for unrestricted economic development
guided by the interesrc of the Greek people.
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Martin.
Mrs Marth. 
- 
(FR) Madam President, over rhe lasr
three years, the farmers have seen their incomes drop
drastically to the point where, in real terms, they are
lower now than they were 10 years ago. Recently,
their purchasing power has gone down by 3.90/o p. a.,
although there has been an increase of 2.60/o in other
sectors of acdvity.
'!7hat social category could accept this son of situa-
tion? \fhat sector of activity would not resist? Agricul-
ture has not come through unscathed. Resistance has
been to the detriment of invesrmenr, which have
dropped by 40-600/o over the last two years. And rhe
volume of goods and services bought by farmers has
also dropped in some countries 
- 
which not only
means fewer possibilities of pushing up productivity in
the coming years but also poses a rhrear to the jobs of
something like 20 million people working in agricul-
ture, including in the many industries that gravitate
round it.
If the farmers have held our, ir has also been to rhe
detriment of their way of life and, above all, of their
qualiry of life. Do not forget thar, at a time when there
is talk about a 35-hour week in almosr all our coun-
ries, there are many farms where people work more
like 70 hours.
Does the Commission realize what the consequences
of its proposals will be? Yesrcrday rhe Agriculture
Commissioner talked about the need to associate rhe
Commission and Parliamenr, but I, for my pan, refuse
to have anything to do with proposals rhar would lead
to a lot of farms going broke! Does Mr Dalsager real-
ize thaq when he proposes an increase of 90/0, the milk
producers in my country, for example, will not, bear-
ing in mind the co-responsibility rax, even make up for
last year's losses, that his ovn depanments put at a
round 7o/o?
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I personally will suppon the price increase the profes-
sional bodies are calling for, as this is the only thing
that will do the vital job of breathing fresh life into
agriculture. This sort of increase will make it possible
to do away with most, if not all, of the monetary com-
pensatory amounts that everyone, the Commission
included, agrees are to blame for unacceptable distor-
tion of competition. But the farmers must be able to
actually obtain the prices fixed and this means main-
taining the market organization machinery, oiling its
works and improving market management and
immediately adjusting the assistance for and margins
of processing, marketing and storage.
But there is one thing that we categorically reject and
that is the Commission's idea that our cereal prices
have to be brought into line with world prices. '!7e
perhaps need to promote a better hierarchy between
the products, but cenainly not with a view to one price
that everyone agrees is artificial and therefore able rc
be adapted to suit circumstances. In much the same
way, bearing in mind the Community's big deficit in
vegetable proreins and oils, should we be re.jecting the
proposed production target for colza? '!7e might not
be hosdle to the co-responsibility tax on milk if the
prices fixed were high enough, if the first 50 000 kg
delivered were zero-rated or only lightly taxed and if
the funds collected really were used to enlarge the
market inside and outside the Community, in parti-
cular by introducing long-term contracts. And if,
above all, there was proper respect for Community
preference. But in this case, it would only be fair rc
introduce an import lery on vegetable oils and fats.
It is imponanr to realize that these proposals are
acceptable as far as both the consumer and the budget
are concerned. They are acceptable to the consumer,
because the production price only has a small effect on
the finished product. As to the effect on the budget
and the questionable figures the Commissioner gave us
yesterday 
- 
it has to be said that, even in 1981, the
Guarantee Section of the budget was practically no
bigger than the previous year.'lfhich proves that when
rhe Commission wants to put its back into manage-
ment, it. gets results. And I presume that there is
nothing to stop it continuing with and maybe even
increasing its effons. And we still need to know that
the failure to respect Community preference in just the
cereals sector, for example, costs the budget more than
60 000 000 ECU. So the budget argument, to my
mind, does not stand up.
Just at the time we are celebrating the 25th anniversary
of the Treaty of Rome, is it not our duty to give fresh
hope to all those whose efforts enable the common
agricultural policy to become the cornerstone of the
construction of Europe? As Charles Delatte said just
now, we have to complete the construction of Europe
and we have to get the Europeans enthusiastic about
it. This s/e cannot do without the farmers.
(Appkuse)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Davern.
Mr Davern. 
- 
Madam President, first of all I would
like to thank Mr Curry for at least listening to some of
the problems that we have in the Irish agricultural sec-
tor, indeed for including some of them in his proposals
but it is the end result of his report as a whole which I
found totally unacceptable. Of course that may be the
consequence of being a toy soldier in a ladies' army. I
find that the British Members of this House are in-
clined to play a little soldiers' game and make a game
of politics when, in fact, they are dealing with people's
lives and people's livelihoods and the whole structure
of society in many countries at the present moment is
very seriously endangered.
\7e are discussing here the Commission's proposals for
9o/o and included in some extraordinary way is the
mandate issue inserted today on the basis of the
Hooper report. No conclusion has been drawn on the
mandate. The Council and the Commission have
refused to reach a conclusion on that and in the
absence of an opinion of the Parliament and in the
absence of an opinion of the Council, the Commission
is attempting to impose its own proposals for the
1982/83 prices.
I think it is sad that the Commission, with people of
such high calibre, is now considered throughout
Europe as merely being a private Secretariat to the
Council of Ministers.
Price improvements this year are based on what the
Council would decide on the so-called British budge-
tary problem. The fact that the Commission, on the
basis of the UK's refusal to pay up in the Community
budget, seeks to reduce agricultural spending is a com-
plete mockery of the basic principles of the CAP. The
fact that the Commission withheld proposing the
1982/83 agricultural prices for weeks, which it did
over the period of January and February as we know,
while awaiting a Council agreement on the British
contribution, should indicate that the Commission has
become merely, as I said, a private Secretariat to the
Council of Ministers. So the third institution of this
Communiry has effectively vanished of its own free
will.
But perhaps it is the overall situation thar we should
consider. This Community is a big bureaucracy. One
part of it was freely elected in 1979 and is considered
as somehow having to do with people. Mr Hord
remarked here this morning about the price of butter
going up in Britain, but he did not mention that Brit-
ain has reduced by 330/o her total impons from the
EEC while she conrinues to take the cheaper butter
from New Zealand, while she continues to enjoy the
advantages of a cheap food policy, as she has tra-
ditionally done over a number of years. Indeed it is
surprising that a country such as Brimin can forget
that the benefim of the Community are not basically
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agricultural but much more far reaching than that.
Vitness the fact that they have achieved a bigger mar-
ket than they were previously able to. Of course it
suits Britain to talk in these terms. !7hile the Com-
munity impons Australian sheepmeat, New Zealand
sheepmeat, New Zealand butter, our Community
farmers are expected to starve or give their products
away. I come from a country that has an inflation rate
of 200/0, 90/o of which is attributable ro rhe facr thar
Britain did not join the EMS. Ve impon 55Yo of our
goods from Britain because it is the nearest neighbour,
because it is a traditional market, because it is a market
easy of access. '!?'e impon 90lo of our infladon because
of that situation, including the high rise of the Bridsh
pound. The Council and the Commission have done
absolurcly nothing about . . .
(Interruptions)
!(e did no[ leave the pound, Mr Hord, we joined the
Community, we had the Community spirit when we
joined it. The inflation rate you imposed on us by vir-
tue of the fact that we impon from you so much, is a
very serious matrcr. You have driven our farmers par-
ticularly hard. They have now had a drop in income of
over 500/o 
.for a period of three years in a row. You
have caused them to be far less efficient, far less pro-
ductive, and indeed you are in danger of changing the
whole sructure of life in a rural area. If that changes,
so does the political structure of a country.
In our area over half of the population is engaged
either directly or indirectly in farming. !7e look for
help from the Commission, we look for help from the
Council of Ministers, and we find none there. It is the
political stagnation in this Community, rhe political
stagnation within the Council of Ministers, and indeed
within the Commission, that I find most serious.
I hope that this Parliament and the people of Europe,
the farmers of Europe panicularly, will take note of
the French demonstration that took place rhe day
before yesterday in which 100 000 farmers protested in
Paris 
- 
it was not for the good of their health that
they went. It was not for their enjoyment. They wenr
because they were seriously concerned about the drop
in income, not just for themselves but for rheir families
and indeed for future generations. Ve are looking, in
our proposed amendment, for 16.30/0. It is not
enough, as far as Irish farmers are concerned. But at
least it is the only acceptable price throughout Europe
on which there can be general agreemenr. Anyone
who votes for anything less or who acceprs anyrhing
less will be doing the farmers of our Community a dis-
servlce.
I would ask the Parliamenc ro remember that rhere is
some hope that help is on the way. The President-in-
Office of the Council of Agriculrure, Mr De Keers-
maeker, whom I am very pleased to see hear roday,
was the person who lasr year amended rhe Ligios
reporr to include the objective merhod. Now that Mr
De Keersmaeker is in a position of far greater auth-
ority, a position of far greater influence, we hope that
we will see a return of the objective method in assess-
ing prices for farmers.
Remember that there is no other area of this Corn-
munity in which the Council of Ministers, the Com-
mission and this Parliament have so much say in the
matter of incomes, yet you can be so dicatorial in
your attitudes, those of you who oppose farmers' price
increases. But you are cowards when it comes to
imposing the same methods on people in your own
country. This is a reflection on all the countries and on
many of the Members of this Parliament. Ler us hope,
when you come to consider the rural people of this
Community, probably the most stable political element
that a Community can possibly have, that if you are
not going to be generous, then at least you will be sen-
sible and not cause far higher rates of unemployment
- 
and it is standing at [he moment at over 10 million.
That is disgrace enough. Don't force people who are
used to working a seven-day week, who are used ro
working long hours, to become, like so many others,
the second or third generation of unemployed, as we
have in this Communiry.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Vandemeulebroucke.
Mr Vandemeulcbroucke. 
- 
(NL) Madam President, I
would like rc begin by congratulating the rapporreur,
Mr Curry, on the excellent reporr presented by him,
which contains a wealth of figures and data. In addi-
tion, the repon gives us a keen insighr inro the presenr
state of the common agricultural policy and a rclling
account of a series of deficiencies in rhe poliry on this
dual annivers ary of 25 years of Community law and 20
years of agricultural policy.
\(lith all due respect for the political argument that the
agricultural policy remains a mainstay of the Com-
munity integration process, I nevenheless cannor help
observing that this policy was all too one-sidedly
geared towards the soul-saving premises of rationali-
zation, mechanization, concentration and large-scale
production. Indeed the poliry is responsible for the
fact that, to date, as many farmers have been rational-
ized as there are currenrly unemployed people in the
Community. A funher reason for misgivings is the
Community's inability to find a political solurion to
the economic crisis, because farmers forced to leave
the land are a forgotten ca[egory in the social legisla-
tion and are, in a socio-economic context, the most
difficult to reintegrate.
The rapponeur dwells ar grear lengrh on rhe problem
of the so-called substirution producm. Vhoever delves
into the hisrcry of the common agricultural policy
knows only too well rhat neither Mr Mansholt nor Mr
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Lardinois nor their successors were able to outline a
workable policy regarding these substitution products.
Their effons towards rationalization and concentra-
tion in the so-called efficient agricultural concerns
went, as it were, hand in hand with the macro-agricul-
tural interests who saw in the substitution products the
perfect ally for increased production to offset low
prices. This has resulted in our inability to coordinate
a concened European approach to the problem posed
by these products. \7orse still, every year we discover
various lists of these substitution products and we
have, as yet, been unable to formulate an unambiguous
definition as to what exactly constitutes a substitution
product for grain, [et alone develop a clear strategy.
Soya is a sriking example of this and gives rise to all
kinds of controversy; it contains 440/o protein and, as
such, cannot be considered a substitute for grain
which contains only 110/o protein. It is high time that
we agreed on this matter, especially as the cattle sector
can count on the least protection within all of the
European agricultural policy.
This brings me to a third point. Ve agree with the
draft resolution's statement that the Commission
should be urged to find a responsible solution to the
acute problem of farm acquisition by young farmers. It
is one of the most critical problems of the common
agricultural policy, but, in my opinion, the rapponeur
has taken an unduly negative attitude towards the
Commission's intention of finally giving real direct aid
to farms of less than 10 hectares. Such a poliry can
and must at this stage be the first step in a new inte-
grated approach within rhe terms of the mandate of
May 1980.
Integrating both the Agricultural and Social and
Regional Fund's resources should be applicable not
only to the Mediterranean area but to all regions of
the Community. Only at that point can we evolve
towards a renewed agricultural policy which should
lead to a policy of differentiated prices per hectare per
region, involving some guaranteed minimum product
incomes for the farmer and a decreasing price scale for
over-production by the macro-agricultural concerns.
Given that such an integrated degressive regional
poliry is, as yet, only in its infancy I can do no more
than lend my support to the averaBe price increase of
15.30/o because it complies with the so-called objective
method. I keenly appreciate that this will once more
give an added advantage to the large producers. But I
am reluctant to take into consideration every proposal
aimed at restricting price adjustment as calculated
according to the objective merhod which has to with-
stand the income erosion of the small farmers. As long
as they do not receive the protection they deserve I
shall continue to refuse every price restriction, because
I remain convinced rhat they, of all people, can be held
least responsible for the production surpluses and for a
European agricultural strategy whose ultimate objec-
tive is that of wiping them off the map.
In this respect I shall lend my support to any amend-
ment aimed at strengthening them in their struggle for
survival against the agro-industry.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Romualdi.
Mr Romualdi.- UD Madam President, colleagues,
on the occasion of the now traditional fixing of prices,
I think it is appropriate to stress that not only because
of the enormous amount of money invesrcd in it but
also because its results, the agricultural policy contin-
ues to represent the greatest achievement of our Com-
munity life and by far the most important of the poli-
cies which it is our responsibiliry to safeguard and
develop,
This obviously does not mean that we must sacrifice or
abandon other policies, panicularly those proposed by
the mandate of 30 May. On the contrary, I simply
wish to point out yet again that the situation calls for a
change in the budget's scope and that we must con-
vince both ourselves and our governments of the
urgent need to increase our available funds by substan-
tially exceeding the mythical 1% VAT limit.
Let me add immediately, however, that despite its pos-
itive aspects, the common agricultural policy has failed
to eliminate rhe serious disparities which exist between
the different farms and regions in the Community. In
other words, it has failed to promote the policy of
convergence which was, and still is, one of the most
important objectives of Community policy and of the
integration process.
Having said thar, I must also point our that without
this policy, Communiry agriculture would never have
achieved either security of supplies or stable farm
pflces.
These two fundamental objectives must form the basis
of any innovation or reform and any increase or
reduction in expenditure, if we are not [o return to a
smte of disorder, uncenainty and insecurity, and
therefore crisis.
Ve must bear this in mind when considering Mr
Curry's proposals but we must not forget either the
urgent need, on economic grounds and in the interests
of social justice, to protect Mediterranean agriculture
and its typical products such as vegetables, fruit, olive
oil, tomatoes, durum wheat, etc., which must. not on
any account be sacrificed to the interests of other
regions in the Community.
Although we have abled a few amendments and will
vote in favour of others, I think that on the whole we
must support the proposals of the Commiwee on Agri-
culture outlined by Mr Curry. They are balanced pro-
posals, even if not quite adequate to offset the adverse
effects in cenain countriis of infladon rates which
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unfortunately still far exceed the proposed increases,
though not to such an extenr that rhe economic and
financial balance is in danger. The Curry report could
obviously be amended in several ways, bur we musr
not lose our sense of perspective and the consequences
of making any further demands would need to be
carefully assessed.
This, Madam President, colleagues, will be rhe cri-
terion of the Italian Right during the discussions in
which it is Parliament's task ro protecr not only agri-
culture but the general economic interests of our
Community.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Lange.
Mr Lange. 
- 
(DE) The report that has been pre-
sented by the rapporueur, Mr Curry, on behalf of the
Committee on Agriculture is diametrically opposed in
the conclusions it, draws to the reporr submitted by Sir
Henry Plumb and adopted by Parliament last year.
Those who want, more than an a\erage price increase
of 9o/o and therefore more than the Commission is
proposing must be prepared to be asked how we are
going to finance such an increase. I do not need ro
repeat the figures: they have already been quoted.
They must also be prepared to be asked if they really
want no more than an agricultural Community wirh
very shaky foundations. Vhat is being said about
social justice for farmers is an illusion. The present
price policy 
- 
or price policy in general 
- 
has never
permitted incomes to develop in a way that could be
described as socially just. I would rherefore like to
have seen the Committee on Agriculture purting for-
ward proposals to enable the agricultural policy ro be
pursued in conjunction with an incomes policy which
could be said to be on the whole socially just, one that
helps small and medium-sized farms, the farmers and
their employees, not one rhat increases the incomes of
the large farms still further, as is rhe case today. That
surely cannot be described as socially just. And the
House will be aware thar, if the proposals adopted by
the majority of the Committee on Agriculrure are
implemented, we shall be gerting precious close to the
limits of what is financially possible, and these limits
will probably be reached in 1982. The Members con-
cerned really musr tell us where they intend to find the
necessary resources.
Anyone now calling for the 1% limit to be exceeded
knows full well that that would require a rarification
procedure and there is absolutely no relling wherher
the Council as a whole would accept a proposal to rhis
effect at the present time. Even if ir did accep[ ir., rarifi-
cation would take at least two years. In other words,
we shall certainly be subjecr ro rhe present financial
limits in 1982 and 1983.
I can only describe any policy formulated withour
regard for these financial limirs as irresponsible
because, instead of rying the various parts of the Com-
munity more closely together again, it will be the
explosive charge. The agricultural poliry has long
since ceased to be what it was originally because we do
not have a uniform agricultural market but in fact six
different agricultural marke6. The uniform price is
also no more than an illusion with all the implicarions I
have just described. I look forward to seeing the Com-
mittee on Agriculture at long lasr making a construc-
tive contribution to the amendmenr of the agricultural
policy on the basis of Anicle 39.
.W'e 
must also stop thinking that the 'warering-can'
principle will help small and medium-sized farms and
that we must confine ourselves ro rhe agricultural
policy because it is allegedly the only policy properly
formulated in the Treaty. Anyone who rakes a closer
look at the Treaties will realize there is more to it rhan
that. They resulted in the esmblishment of an econo-
mic community, and the economic policy wirh all that
it entails is enshrined in rhe Treaties. No one should
deny this and pretend rhat all that can be clearly based
on the Treaties in the Community is a polirical area.
I would appreciate it if the members of the Commirtee
on Agriculture who suppon rhis report tried to answer
the questions I have raised. Try ro explain [o us where
the funds needed for your proposals are to come from.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bocklet.
Mr Bocklet. 
- 
(DE) Madam President, ladies and
gentlemen, the Committee on Agriculture wants an
average 140lo increase in farm prices, and my group is
in favour of such an increase. Ylhy 140/o? There is no
disputing European farmers' incomes have fallen sub-
stantially in recent years. Nor can it be dispurcd rhat
the number of unemployed in rhe Communiry has now
risen to over 10 million, which largely prevenrs an
improvement in incomes rhrough strucrural change,
because everyone we drive our of agriculrure joins the
army of the unemployed.
The only pracrical way of safeguarding farmers'
incomes is to charge appropriately higher prices, and
rhat is why v/e are in favour of l4o/0. Against this
background, COPA's call for 16.30/o also becomes
understandable. On the other hand, a figure of rhis
kind must be placed within rhe general framework,
where it musr be feasible. 'We therefore find the pro-
posal for 140/o made by the Committee on Agriculture
accepable, all the more so as positive monerary com-
pensatory amounrs 
- 
and I am now addressing you,
Mr Lange 
- 
are to be reduced where rhey exisr, thus
resulting in a corresponding reducrion in farm price
lncreases.
\7e believe that rhe prices paid ro farmers in counrries
with positive monetary compensarory amounm should
also be increased in real rerms and not only in the
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other countries. '!7e cannot accept a situation in which
farmers in countries with positive monetary compensa-
tory amounts foot the bill on the grounds that, as the
argument goes, the agricultural policy becomes an
explosive charge if farm prices are increased by a rea-
sonable amount. From this angle too, the call f.or 140/o
seems reasonable to us.
And now to the co-responsibility levy. It was intro-
duced to expand the market and to promote sales. As
you know full well, Mr Lange, last year the co-respon-
sibility levy produced 500m ECU for the Community.
Of this sum, 100m ECU will be used for specific pur-
poses, and what is more, the butter mountain in public
storage has been reduced 
- 
at least as far as the public
knows 
- 
to a mere 12 000 tonnes. I therefore sym-
pathize with COPA's call for abolition of the co-res-
ponsibility levy. There are various reasons for our
nevertheless being opposed to its abolidon: as we are
still 118% self-sufficient, we are still a long way from
solving all the problems in the milk sector.
\7e do nor know what the world market trend will be.
Funhermore, there is no denying that the co-responsi-
bility lery acts as a kind of administrative brake on
agriculture. \fle should therefore keep it, but we
should also take two factors into account.
One of our complaints is that, whenever there is a per-
centage increase in farm prices, the large farms get
more than the small farms, and we should correct this
by suspending or reducing the co-responsibility lery
for small farmers and place them in a better social pos-
ition by moduladng co-responsibility, as the Commis-
sion put it. Secondly, we should use the revenue from
the co-responsibiliry levy chiefly for the purposes
named in the basic regulation. My group will be
tabling an amendment on these aspects.
In his speech yesterday the President of the Council
said that the Council would try to raise farm prices on
I April as scheduled. Parliament will be able to deliver
its opinion on this tomorrow. But he was very careful
to add that there might be difficulties. To be quite
frank, I am rather surprised that a Member State
should be trying to gain acceptance for its demands
over its contribution to the Community by linking
rhem to the question of the farm price increase. The
United Kingdom should realize that this is making the
incomes of millions of farmers a pawn in the dispute
over contributions. I do not think that is good style,
and I appeal to the United Kingdom to agree to the
increase in farm prices on l April. This will make the
conditions very much better for meeting legitimate
demands. It will also create much better psychological
conditions than a policy under which the farmers of
Europe become the hostages of the specific financial
interests of one Member State.
President. 
- 
I call Mr de Courcy Ling.
Mr de Ccurcy Liog.- Madam President, before com-
ing to th: main purpose of my intervention I would
like to exrress a word of sympathy for the Irish Mem-
bers of this House in what they have been saying
about the problems of the Irish economy. I think that
too few c,f us in the Community understand that Ire-
land has ,rn external debt greater than that of Poland,
amounting to four and a half thousand million
pounds, a rate of inflation of 230/o still increasing and
that Ireland is suffering greatly as a result of its miscal-
culation ir entering the European Monetary System at
the beginning of 1979. This is a rather urgent financial
problem lor the Community, and I do urge the Com-
mission to take a special look at it. It is not, however,
an agricultural problem and it is not at all a problem
which carr be solved in the context of the annual price
review.
Now my main point, Madam President, is not, I fear,
a new one, but I do urge the representatives of the
Commission, Mr Dalsager and Mr Tugendhat, who
are here this morning, and Mr de Keersmaeker, to
consider it yet again. It is the need for a better coordi-
nation of the annual farm price review and the budge-
tary proc(:ss. In 30 years of public life, Madam Presi-
dent, I ha*e come to believe that the primary dury of a
legislator, like that of any public servant, is to the tax-
payer. Th: major fault of the repon, as it has emerged
from the lommittee on Agriculture, is that it is irres-
ponsible ir terms of its budgetary consequence. I was
struck by Mr Dalsager's estimate that its cost would be
1 3OO million units of account in a full year.
Now what I propose 
- 
and I hope that the President
of the Corrncil and the Commission will yet again con-
sider this and will summon up the political will to
overcome the administrative obstacles 
- 
is that in the
spring of 1983 there should be an interim price review
for the re:t of that year and that there should be a fur-
ther farm price review in the autumn of 1983 to be
coordinat,:d with the budgetary process for 1984, so
that in rhr: aurumn of 1983 the three institutions here
together i r this building will be able to consider farm
prices in tre context of the budget. I give notice to the
President of the Council and to the Commission that I
and some of my colleagues will be looking for this
reform as something that we can explain to the electo-
rate before the June 1984 elections. I hope therefore
that they 'vill work at it and come back to this House
in due cotrrse to report on the progress they are mak-
ing, beeause only in thatway, Madam President, do I
think that it is possible to make the work of the Com-
mittee on Agriculture more realistic, more responsible,
more rele'.ant to the farming population of the Com-
munity.
I believe that nothing is more dishonest in public life
than to gire rise to expectations which cannot be ful-
filled, and with the greatest respect to the last speaker,
Mr Bocklt t, it is absolutely absurd in the present
budgetary context of the European Community to
encourage farmers to imagine that they can have a
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140/o average price rise for the coming year. It is not
only absurd but it is dishonourable, Madam President,
and I urge all Members of this House ro unite in vor-
ing tomorrow with a sense of responsibility.
(Applausefrom the European Democratic Group)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Maffre-Baug6.
Mr Maffre-Baug€,. 
- 
(FR) Madam President, Hon-
ourable Members, European agriculture is a disap-
pointment to the people who work in it. !7as not [he
original aim to ensure rhem a living? Ir is high time to
change course, otherwise birrerness will turn into
disenchantment and maybe even anger. The only inte-
grated sector in the Communiry will fall aparr and ser-
iously compromise the overall srructures of Europe.
Of all the hardest-hit sectors, Medirerranean produc-
tion is the worst off. This is the poor relarion, like
Carrot-top, the red-headed hero of Jules Renard's
novel, who is either ignored or done down. \7hen
things go really badly, we make hasty adjustments
with one-off measures. There is no real Mediterranean
policy. It's all piecemeal. The Commission is proposing
to catch up on prices with a percentage rhar is our of
all proponion to acrual needs and emphasizes the dif-
ference between Norrh and South. Vhen it does its
last-minute intervenrions in producrion, ir uses com-
plex, belated machinery that tends to go wide of rhe
mark, like a damp squib. Is this casualness, is it incom-
petence 
- 
or is it a deliberate policy? The only mea-
sures planned have been designed wirh enlargement in
mind and they are inadequate, mere inducemenm thar
foreshadow a policy of free exchange.
The Commission is biased. Some secr.ors get price
guarantees, but the only interventions in our sector are
based on indicative prices alone and they are made in
what are often unsuitable conditions. And why is the
Commission being obstinare? Aren'r our farmers men
like everyone else? Aren't their needs the same? !7hy
should some sectors be protected and others be neg-
lected and left prey to speculation? Paradoxically,
these sectors, like fruit and vegetables and wine, are
the most fragile. They are hyperactive markets with
the least protection against the effects of rhe law of the
jungle. Ill-regulated trade wirhin rhe Communiry and
undiscerning imports from third counrries upser rhe
precarious balance achieved with a mediocre range of
interventions 
- 
although ir is not these impons which
run the EAGGF dry, as only 4-60/o is raken for fruit
and vegetables and less for wine. Bur these rwo secrors
provide a lot of jobs.
Two million men work in fruit and vegerables and as
many again in wine. And in mosr cases, these products
are grown in areas where there is litde or no indusrry
and agriculture is the mainstay. Farmers' incomes do
not iust depend on price fixing, cenainly. They also
depend on other factors affecring the costs of produc-
tion, but price fixing is still dominant and it is there-
fore a revealing thing. It reflects policies and political
desire and it gives an idea of what prospecrs are.
Annual price fixing is a vital recdfication that makes it
possible to adjusr the balance of farms. And it is a psy-
chological thing which determines the credibiliry of
Community machinery. Let us make no misrake about
this. The imponance of farm price fixing goes far
beyond agricultural incomes. The furure of Europe
depends on it.
This year, the rural world is in a turmoil. Ve abso-
lutely have to remember rhat our vore on prices will
help shape Communiry history. Everyone in this
House must realize jusr what is involved. Their vote is
a commitment for the future. Is it an exaggeration to
say that if European industry and trade are rhe hearr
of Europe, then agriculrure is rhe lungs? Are we going
to refuse to invesr in agriculture and make ir asthmatic
and bronchitic? This is what is at stake. This is why,
Madam President, I am asking for an average increase
of 16o/o in farm prices, bearing in mind that it is essen-
tial for the Mediterranean producers ro catch up.
IN THE CHAIR:MR MOLLER
Wce-President
President. 
- 
I call Mr Goerens.
Mr Goercns. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Honourable
Members, thank you for giving me a few minures in
which to briefly commenr on one or two basic prob-
lems facing rhe farmers, the consumers and the people
responsible for the common agricultural policy.
There are counrless technical terms, abbreviations,
references to Community directives and regularions
and what is ofrcn inadequate or misrepresenrarive
information masking the real difficulries facing the
common agricultural policy and making that policy
look like a caricarure. So, by trying m follow the agri-
cultural marathons and the interminable discussions
that precede them, many Europeans are gerring [he
idea thar rhe farm price increase, as adopted by the
Council of Ministers, means rhar farmers' incomes go
up au[omarically by the same amounr. The idea that a
9olo increase in farm prices means a 9olo increase in
farmers' incomes is an illusion that is, alas, common in
the press and even in parliamentary circles, rhis House
included. This systematic misinformarion encourages
the man in the street ro compare the trend in his own
income with rhe increase in farm prices.
There is no shadow of doubr that public opinion is
therefore nor really willing to understand or iccepr an
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agricultural price increase that would bring farmers'
incomes into line with those in orher socio-profes-
sional categories. It is clear that there has to be a drive
to give the public information so rhar it does nor ger
the wrong idea. If facts are misrepresenred, there are
harmful results for the farmers and rhe consumers.
In spite of all the progress made with European agri-
culture, it would be tempting, here in 1982, to say rhar
the results are in inverse proportion to the rime spent
preparing and discussing it. That is not to say thar we
have to blame the Commission in Brussels for every-
thing that is wrong at rhe moment. The Commission is
not responsible for a political, economic and monerary
system that is not conducive to rhe development of the
common agricultural policy. That much is obvious. \7'e
should accept it and agree on one thing 
- 
even if we
do not manage to solve the thorny problem of agricul-
tural prices as soon as we should, we at least ought to
recognize, unanimously, that it is the inability of the
political leaders in the different Member States rhat is
behind the problems the common agricultural policy
has to contend with.
Some men and women 
- 
in this case emancipation
does not come into it 
- 
are calling for a better com-
mon agricultural policy and in doing so rhey are think-
ing first and foremost of their own national budgets
that are running deficits due to the mismanagement of
public affairs in their countries. Others demand a big-
ger price increase than the one the Commission pro-
poses, panicularly if it is just prior to national elec-
tions, and then miss the chance of keeping rheir prom-
ises. !(e have hypocrisy on all sides, bigger and better
promises that are never kept, more and more political
and even budgetary blackmail and all these hopes
unfulfilled are of far more concern to us roday than
the surpluses in some areas of agriculture.
Today we have structural overproduction due to
incoherence and a cruel lack of means and decisions.
And the result is a serious threat to the basic principles
of the CAP. The free movement of producrs is ham-
pered by certain national decisions. The introduction
of posidve and negative compensarory amounts in fact
means a renationalization of agricultural prices. So is it
an exaggeration to go on talking about price uniry? I
am right in saying, I think, that there are many minis-
ters in the Member States who are anxious to see the
back of the common agricultural policy and would be
hard put to it to explain how the monetary compensa-
tory amounts work 
- 
apart from the ministers of
economy and finance, that is, who seem to have
grasped the fact that monetary devaluation accompa-
nied by the introduction of negative compensarory
amounts can put a brake on the rising cost of living
and, therefore, rectify the mistakes their own govern-
ments have made. In other words, maintaining the sys-
tem of negative compensatory amounts is something
which may encourage a government to devalue the
national currency.
A common agricultural poliry devoid of its elementary
principle s 
- 
i.e. price unity, free movement of prod-
ucts and common financial responsibility 
- 
is doomed
to failure. It has rc be said that, without its common
agriculn ral policy, Europe will cease to exist. \7hich is
why I arn asking you, Honourable Members, ro come
out in {avour of raising the price proposed by the
Commitree on Agriculture. And I think it is vital, for
the reasons I have given, for us to fight with all the
means we have to abolish the monetary compensatory
amounts If we want to keep our independence food-
wise, if lre are awake to the threar to rhe one thing the
Commurrity has achieved, then we have to give our-
selves th: means of financing this policy. Thar is the
cost of k,:eping the common agricultural policy alive.
(Applaus' )
President. 
- 
I call Mr Geronimi.
Nft Qs11;nimi. 
- 
(FR) The difficulties facing the
French farmers on the mainland are very bad and
those in (lorsica are even worse. Corsica is ar the gares
of Europe. It has an exceptionally good climare that
attracts nrillions of European holiday-makers. But it is
not just ; tourist paradise. It is a region with genuine
economi< problems, an under-developed area which is
trying to develop. Modern agriculture, essentially in
the eastern plain, and most of the things that make for
dynamic sectors are missing from Corsica. Economic
dependence on the outside is apparent, undeniably,
when tht' import and expon flows are taken into
account. Look more closely at imports and it emerges
that 153 000 t of the 950 100 t imported are food
producr and 79 000 t agricultural products. This is a
fine para,lox for an agricultural region, and we have
arrived ac it because there is no real development
policy thz.t takes the interests of the local population
into accorrnt, because of the crazy so-called 'territorial
continuit)r transport policy and because there are no
proper trrining facilides. Corsica has no school of
agriculture and no universiry to date. Ireland, rhe
Mezzogic,rno, Sardinia, Sicily, Ulster and the French
Overseas Territories all figure on rhe list of Europe's
least-developed regions and get big handouts. But
Corsia dossn't.
Ve propc'se remedying this disastrous situation, one
that is lerding to social and polidcal upheaval, by
intervening on cenain matters affecting the develop-
ment of Corsican agriculture and by serring up a com-
pensation fund that I shall not go inro at length here
because I only have a limited amounr of time. Some-
thing like five thousand million cenrimes would be
needed for this compensation fund every year 
-which is r hy we are asking the EEC for two thousand
million of them. Let me give you one or rwo figures
for livesto,:k. Corsica has meat impons of 17 OOO r and
it has 120 000 sheep, the minimum for replacement of
the flock. It has to be admitrcd thar the demand for
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livestock is becoming clear. And the same goes for
milk and cheese cooperatives in each of the natural
regions of Corsica. 'Sfle need help with the promotion
and marketing of Corsican wine. I shall not linger over
this, but Europe is being asked for around FF
1 125 000. Now fish farming. The island has a
I 000 km coastline and a wide variety of sites for dif-
ferent types of fish farming. This is something to be
encouraged at low cost with one-off demonstrations,
which are vital to enable people in the fishing trade to
take a decision. And vocatiorial training for farmers
and introductory and specialized courses in general
hill farming are also a must.
Inadequate structures and infrastructure, particularly
in the interior, are obstacles to the development of the
Corsican economy and its agriculture in panicular.
The sparse human settlement, leading to the abandon-
ment of existing infrastructure, increases the likeli-
hood of farms disappearing. The EEC is only being
asked for a small pan of the means needed to organize
the island's economy and get it off the ground. The
one-off schemes mentioned, combined with a compen-
sation fund, should go some way towards righting the
island's disastrous situation. But the ideal way of help-
ing Corsica develop would, of course, be to make a
sum of money available to the professionals so they
could step in directly where there are any economi-
cally viable projects. Only sound organizations can
manage such funds at the present time 
- 
the Corsican
farmers' union, the FDSEA, and GIVIC, the wine-
traders' group. At all events, an EEC mission could
well go out to investigate the island's problems and
how to solve them.
President. 
- 
I call Mr De Goede.
Mr De Goede. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, the Commis-
sion's price policy appears to be based on various
objectives: the reduction of agriculture's share of
budgetary expenditure, the improvement of market
balance and the development of the incomes of those
engaged in agriculture. A major argument as regards
the incomes objective is that, if prices do not afford
adequate opponunities to improve incomes, national
support measures may result, and that may undermine
the integrated Community policy. The question is
whether the present proposals will prevent such
national measures from being taken, because the
effects on incomes of the proposed prices will vary
enormously from one Member State to another as a
result of varying levels of inflation and differences in
the relationship between gross and net incomes.
Secondly, the price policy, being based on what is
known as the objective method, is attuned to modern
agricultural holdings 
- 
the same being true of the
structural policy 
- 
and it does not do enough for
sub-marginal farms, and too little support is given to
arable farming. Member States with a high percenrage
of small farms will come under panicular pressure to
take supplementary national measures. To counter the
risk of national measures, the Community itself should
mke effective action, both under the market and price
policy and at the level of the social structural policy.
In this respect, what is done with the support arr^nge-
ment involving 120 m ECU is important, as it will also
be setting a precedent. As regards the three objectives,
the reduction of guarantee expenditure seems to have
top priority, followed by the improvement of market
balance. The incomes objective appears to be under-
rarcd. The way in which the Commission intends to
achieve the three objectives is not conclusive. The
measures are not effective enough and inconsistent. It
is, for instance, very doubtful whether the production
objective can be achieved with the help of the pro-
posed indirect production management measures:
lower prices and contributions from producers
towards costs through the co-responsibility lerry.
It is also doubtful whether the general structural mea-
sures designed to improve productivity are in line with
the market and budget ob.iectives. Mr President, it is
not possible for all these objectives to be achieved with
a policy for the whole of agriculture. The present
policy is geared to efficient farms and should be sup-
plemented by policy measures designed for the broad
spectrum of sub-marginal farms, and these measures
can take the form of either direct incomes support or
an appropriate structural policy. Direct support.
through exemption from levies is difficult to imple-
menr so as to benefit the whole sector. The 120 m
ECU the Commission has earmarked for a supplemen-
tary policy for small farms is far from enough for this
calegory, and a much larger amount should therefore
be provided. The object of measures taken under this
supplementary policy must be to improve the liveli-
hood of the smaller farmers to such an extent that
employment in agriculture and therefore in rural areas
becomes as attractive as possible. This objective cannot
be achieved by an increase in production. Many prod-
ucts have, after all, akeady reached or exceeded their
production ceiling. Nor can it be achieved by a general
increase in productivity, because that can only lead to
higher production and fewer jobs. The social struc-
tural policy should be geared more specifically to a
reduction in prices at the same production and labour
inputs, through more efficient mechanization, for
example, and to the earning of additional incomes in
non -agricultural activities.
The funds that form pan of this policy should be used
to stimulate these developments. In addidon rc this
policy, an extension of direct incomes suppofl should
also be considered. The Commission's three main
policy objectives cannot all be achieved ar the same
time without sound measures to control the output of,
for example, dairy produc6, sugar and cereals. The
co-responsibility lery is not an adequate instrument
for this purpose and has undesirable side-effecrs:
higher prices, lower incomes. If production is not con-
trolled, the Communiry will come increasingly to rely
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on the world market for the sale of many produc$,
which will inevitably lead to lower product prices or a
greater burden on the budget, neither of which we
want, of course. The objective referred to in the man-
date of expenditure on agriculture rising at a relatively
slower rate than the budget as a whole should be
accepted and achieved without undesirable side-
effecm. The Commission's expectation that the rela-
tively favourable world market prices will continue to
result in lower refunds is too optimistic, and it is not
clear what these expectations are based on. The world
market has regularly shown how very changeable it
can be, sugar and cereals being examples. The Com-
mission implicitly recognizes this unpredictabiliry with
ir goal of stabilizing the world market. But it is not
clear how this is to be done. The best means of achiev-
ing the production objective, we believe, is to inrro-
duce production quotas on a farm-by-farm basis. By
varying the prices of quantities produced within and
outside the quota, it will also be possible to keep to the
budget 
- 
and ro achieve the incomes objective. There
should be actual differentation of prices.
These measures, Mr President, could be taken in res-
pect of dairy products, sugar and cereals. In view of
the favourable world market situation, there would
seem to be less need for a quota system. But this is not
a structural situation, and guarantee expenditure on
dairy products is consistently high. Making production
subject to quotas must therefore be regarded as una-
voidable. As regards sugar, the present mixed price
system for A and B sugar should be abandoned. The
Buarantee should apply in full to the A quantum up to
the level of Community consumption. The excess
should be sold outside the Community at world mar-
ket prices, and a similar system can be used for cereals.
There is some doubt, Mr President, about the objec-
tivity of the objective method of fixing the common
farm prices. Taking these reference farms as a basis
means that the method is normative rather than objec-
tive. Thought must be given po changing the method
to include less optimal farms in the calculations. In this
context, the Commission should also provide a review
of the trend in production costs in each Member State
and of the trend in gross and net incomes and the pur-
chasing power of these incomes in each Member Starc.
Only then can we really understand the significance of
the price increase.
Finally, Mr President, the Commission should keep a
very close watch on the admissibiliry of national sup-
port measures. Our conclusion is that we cannot
approve the Curry report, and we shall vote against it.
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Seibel-Emmerling.
Mrs Seibel-Emmerling. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, the
attempt is being made here to use farm prices to pur-
sue agricultural policy, which is completely wrong. \7e
already know who will be the winners and who will be
the unfortunarc losers, the small farmers and the poor
regions and the consumers, who form the majority of
the inhabimnts of the European Community, who can
only suff,:r as a result of the decisions of this Parlia-
ment, sh,>uld it agree to these mad demands, which
are well above what the Commission is proposing.
Agricultural policy based on prices can only mean the
total, ruthless exploitation of nature. The result will be
a Lractor landscape and endless prairies. It will lead to
surplus production instead of inspiring the responsible
use of the soil. Chemical companies may be happy
with such decisions: if we set our sights unrestrainedly
on increased production, they will increase their sales.
Unfortunately, it will also increase the incidence of ill-
ness and invalidity. !7e unhappily become aware of the
link between denatured foodsruffs and the syndromes
of our sc'ciety only when the major scandals occur,
like the hormones in meat. This and the thousands of
other unheeded lesser scandals involving foodstuffs
can be arributed to a policy that concentrates exces-
sively on prices. No one who still feels a spark of res-
ponsibilitv for the coming generations can agree to
our drivirg farmers and farmworkers to use every last
piece of land, hedgerows, what little is left of the wet-
lands, for agricultural purposes, rather than seeing in
their prer;ervation a forward-looking task for our
Community.
Another of our tasks is to provide the inflation-
wracked r:itizens of this Community, and particularly
those forced to spend an increasing proportion of their
incomes on food as their incomes fall, with basic food-
stuffs the'r can afford. In its present form the Curry
report 
- 
and I feel sorry for the rapporteur for having
to put his name to it 
- 
would make it impossible for
this central task to be performed. It does not offer a
solution :or the emergency situation I and many
others recotnize as being the fate of many small and
medium-sized farmers and farmworkers, but will lead
us into repeated and increasingly difficult crises. As
the Comnrission has admitted in its report on the man-
date, the rich get richer and the poor get poorer. This
House should not lend its support to this fateful
course of rction.
(Applause.fron tbe Socialist Group)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Marck.
Mr Marck. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, many speakers
have already stressed that farm incomes are not keep-
ing pace v'ith incomes in general and that a substantial
increase in prices is therefore unavoidable. \7hat
always strikes me is that it is particularly difficult to
explain the evolution of the agricultural economy to
economists from other sectors. This is also true of the
budgetary specialists. Many people still fail to under-
stand that year in, year out farm incomes are subject
to considerable fluctuations, which cannot be blamed
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entirely on changing weather conditions. The disribu-
don of the agricultural sector over a very large number
of small and medium-sized family farms, the fact that
livestock is involved, the constant risk of disease and
disaster and the great sensitivity of marginal world
trade also result in considerable uncenainty about
what results can be expected. At this moment it is diffi-
cult to predict what will happen in the coming agricul-
tural year. Last year was a good example of this. Cal-
culations by budgetary specialists therefore con[inue
to be subject to grave uncenainties, for which these
specialists cannot, however, be blamed. I find it
encouraging that in these circumstances they should
feel there is room for improvement in farm prices over
and above what the Commission has proposed. I am
pleased that my group has unanimously endorsed the
call for a 140/o price increase, which I have already
defended in the Committee on Budgets. The EPP
Group has opted for the highest feasible figure. Some
of us might have voted with satisfaction and convic-
tion for a 16.30/o increase. But they prefer to back the
group consensus rather than seek personal success.
After the limited political calculations made last week
in my own country and in France, I shall be interested
to see how persuasive they have been in their own
8roup.
I still regard the objective method of calculating price
adjustments as a guide for the general line followed by
rhe price proposals. The outcome is largely confirmed
by the farm accounts, which reveal a definite decline
in farm incomes in 1980/81. A subsmntial rise in farm
prices is therefore completely justified. I should, how-
ever, like to refer to the failure to seize opportunities
offered by the market policy, which might produce
major savings for the budget. During che recent debate
on the Aigner report I referred to the need for a cohe-
sive and dynamic sales policy that sought to penetrate
every available market. Better exploration of the inter-
national markets and a more commercial approach can
help here.
As regards the co-responsibiliry levy for dairy prod-
ucts, I am well aware that dairy farmers regard it as an
additional burden when things are not going too well
for them. I nevenheless advocate its retention, prov-
ided the conditions are clearly defined. The co-res-
ponsibility levy must be retained because we know
that, alrhough there has been an improvement, not all
the problems connected with dairy products have been
solved. The producers must be able at arty time to
make their own contribution to an improvement in the
sale of their products. But this contribudon must be
adjusted to necessity. Vhat happened last year is unac-
cepmble: sizeable amounts were paid into a fund and
they could not be used for the purposes for which they
are intended. If there is a need for a transparent
policy, this is proof of how not ro achieve ir. That is
why I advocate a basic, but low levy used exclusively
for sales-promotional activities in close collaborarion
with the industry.
To conclude, I should like to say a few words about
monetary compensatory amounts. You will appreciate
rhat the introduction of negative MCAs when the Bel-
gian franc was devalued still causes me a great deal of
discomfon. The Belgian farmers suffered all the disad-
vantates of a devaluation without being able to appeal
for compensation. They therefore suffered in two
ways, not because that was what their own Govern-
ment wanted, but under the pressure of the French
Government, which goes for intolerable blackmail and
so jeopardizes the incomes of many small farmers.
This is a dangerous precedent, which must be recti-
fied, as agreed, on I April, regardless of the debate on
farm prices.
Finally, Mr President, I wish to say the following. The
farmers of Europe are expected to ensure the security
of supply of cheap and high-quality foodstuffs. They
also have a very imponan[ part to play in the solution
of the dreadful problem of hunger. Besides this, they
are constantly having to make up for the deficiencies
of the Communist economy. If you wan[ them to per-
form all these tasks, the Commission must accept the
proposal made by the Committee on Agriculture and
increase farm prices by at least 140l0.
(Applause from tbe Group of the European People\
Party)
President. 
- 
I call Sir Frederick'!7'arner.
Sir Frederick Varner. 
- 
Mr President, I have three
points to make. The first concerns the expon of dairy
produce. My group has tabled an amendment to delete
the last line of paragraph 19, which calls for long-term
export contracts. Long-term export contracts contain
notorious pitfalls. They can be as disastrous for the
seller as for the buyer, and that is well known. Before
we put our heads into this particular noose, let us just
stop and reflect. The Plumb repon and rhe excellenr
opinion on it given by Mr Jonker were both much
more guarded in their approach rc this matter. The
Committee on External Economic Relations is at pres-
ent considering it. Lord O'Hagan is writing a reporr.
on trade in agricultural products, and Lord O'Hagan's
reports are always well wonh waiting for. So I suggest
that we should not prejudge this issue, but that we
should look at it again later in the light of the views of
the Commitree on External Economic Relations.
Secondly, my group has tabled amendments to the
section on cereal substitutes 
- 
paragraphs 30 ro 39 of
the resolution. This is a very imponanr matter, and it
is absolutely clear that here we are in a nonsensical
situation inasmuch as we are imponing cereal substi-
tutes at great cost to ourselves while exporting our
own grain surpluses at considerable cost to the budget.
Clearly, something has to be done ro srraighrcn out
this situation, but I doubt if the present texr sets abour
it in the right way. It is clear that the Committee on
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Agriculture has here parted company with the Com-
mittee on External Economic Reladons and with the
Committee on Developmenr and Cooperation. Just
look at paragraphs 30,31,35: what is proposed here is
the imposition of unilateral quotas. Are we really
intending to declare a kind of trade war on the United
States? Do we mean ro tell GATT that we are [hrow-
ing them over? Are we relling the Lom6 countries rhat
they must now go off and get along on rheir own,
without a market for their products in the Com-
munity? I do not think so, and I feel sure rhar we musr
make it absolutely clear in the rext, by the kind of
amendments proposed by my group, rhar we stand by
international trading obligations when trying to find a
solution to this very difficult problem.
My third point concerns paragraphs 59 and 60 of the
resolution, which seek ro ensure that there are ade-
quate supplies of beef for processing. It is notorious
that such supplies are now lacking. I think rhe text of
the resolution is well designed to correct this situation,
but will the Commission please note, and will the
Council of Ministers please note when they come ro
discuss this point, that rhe main cause of this vexatious
problem is the direct encouragement given to rraders
by the present structure of the refund system to exporr
live camle? During this last monrh I have stood in !{test
Countlv marke$, watching the cattle being driven by
hundreds on to lorries to leave straight for rhe Chan-
nel pons. Frorn there they go to Nonh Africa; from
there they go to Eastern Europe. They go anywhere
excep[ on to a Community dining-room table or
kirchen table or restaurant table.
The results are plain. In my part of the world, the
meat-processing faciliries, rhe abartoirs, are closing
their doors. In Salisbury, the large meat-processing
plant was closed a couple of monrhs ago. Last Friday,
the Chard Meat Company closed its doors. Another
abattoir not far away has suspended all its operations
for supplying meat to the Community market because
it cannot obtain the meat. There are 500 men our of
employment. Does this make sense? Surely not. And
this, I may say, is not old capacity which is being
closed down; it is not out-of-dare abatroirs; rhese are
new facilities for which large, generous, exrravaganr
EAGGF tran6 were provided by the Communiry.
'!7hat 
a wasrc of men ! And what a wasre of resources !
I personally believe that it is quite possible by readjust-
ing the restitution structure to redirect this meat to
European plants and abattoirs and to expon it further,
if necessary, in processed form, without any loss of
revenue of the farmers who are producing the cattle.
So will the Council please look at rhis wirh careful
attention and do something about ir?
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Barbarella.
Mrs Bartrarella, 
- 
(17) Mr President, I wish to make
a few bri,:f commenrs on rwo specific points: the agri-
monetary measures and the dairy sector problem.
'!(/ith regard to the first point, I musr confess, Mr
President, that every year I am amazed at the way in
which we argue, first in the Commitree on Agriculture
and then in the House, over a percentage increase,
believing 
- 
obviously in good faith 
- 
that rhe inrer-
ests of prr>ducers or the Community budget depend on
whether this figure is higher or lower. The truth is rhat
for manl' years now it is not the common price
expressed in ECU that influences farm incomes mosr
directly but rather the addirional percentage increase
resulting ::rom the agri-monetary measures of the indi-
vidual Member States. \7hat I am saying is that
incomes are mostly influenced by the system whereby
the monetary compensatory amounrs are maintained
at the highest possible level in the countries with
strong ec,)nomies and the negative amounrs are dis-
mantled rn the countries with weak currencies. In
other words, a percentage point more or less is largely
irrelevant when the national governments subse-
quendy have the opponunity to recoup additional
amounts in national currency through the agri-mon-
etary mearures.
Moreover, Mr President, after two years or so of
comparative calm, the monetary siruarion has now
become 1>articularly unstable and uncenain. The
devaluaticn of the Belgian franc and the Danish krone
has given the two countries concerned ample room for
manoeuvre in the agri-monetary field and conse-
quently substantial increases in narional currency. In
addition, there are the rumours concerning new
exchange parities within the EMS, which could bring
up for dis,:ussion the entire agri-mone[ary system and
the price levels in national currency in rhe different
countries. In this situation, the common price
expressed in ECU to a large exrenr loses its role of
income guarantee and market guideline.
I must make it clear that this does nor mean we no
longer regard the protection of agricultural incomes as
a priority objective. On the conrrary, it is precisely
because we do see it as extremely imponant thar we
wish to set about achieving it in the way best suited to
the situatir>n of economic inequality which has arisen
over the p,rst few years. In orher words, because of rhe
severe disp,arities in the infladon rares and the widely
differing e conomic situations, it is essential for the
increase in prices to be accompanied by complemen-
tary measllres to safeguard incomes. These comple-
mentary nreasures should, in our view, consist of
agri-monet.ary action or other forms of compensarion
according rc the different siruations in the individual
countries. liuch a complex problem cannor be resolved
by the mere fixing of a common price in units of
account. As my colleague, Mr Virale, has already said
yesterday, we feel that instead of simply giving its opi-
nion on thr: figures, Parliament should indicate the cri-
teria on which rc base the complex equation 'common
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prices in ECU/agri-monetary measures/compensatory
measures', the complete answer to which gives the
farm income in each country.
This brings me, Mr President, to the second point in
my speech: the dairy question. Ve feel that this prob-
lem is central to the solution of imbalances in produc-
tion and their impact on the budget. In our view, the
repon of Parliament's Committee on Agriculture fails
completely to take account of this aspect. '!(i'e agree
that the flat-rate co-responsibility lery has achieved
little. Ve have always held that a uniform measure
could not achieve the objective of reabsorbing produc-
tion but would only hit the smaller producers, particu-
larly in countries with a deficit. \7e have therefore
pressed hard for appropriate, selective instruments to
solve this problem which each year seems to become
acute.
In this regard, although not totally convincing, the
instruments proposed by the EEC Commission in the
context of implementing the mandate at least showed
the intention of taking more decisive action. '!7'e are
therefore extremely surprised to note that in the con-
text of the price negotiations the Commission is again
proposing this ineffective, flat-rate levy with, in addi-
tion, some modest compensation for small producers.
This can only be explained as an attempt on the Com-
mission's part to offer the Council a 'predigested'
morsel for its negotiating table, in other words a
ready-made compromise. This is extremely irrespons-
ible of the Commission. Indeed, even if the more pes-
simistic forecasts of expenditure in the milk sector
have not come to pass this year and the increase in
production has been smaller than in other years, it is
simply not true to say that the milk problem has now
been solved. On the contrary, it continues to be a fun-
damental problem, both with regard to expenditure
and imbalances in production. The fact remains that a
product which represents 200lo of the Community's
total agricultural production continues to absorb 350/o
of EAGGF expenditure. And I would point out that of
this 35% very little indeed is used to provide real
assistance for small producers.
\7e feel therefore, Mr President, that it is essential to
find a way to reduce the intervention guarantee in this
sector and at the same time protect the smaller prod-
ucers. 'Whether this should involve a progressive
reduction in the intervention price according to the
quantities withdrawn or a substantial increase in the
co-responsibility levy, is irrelevant: it is for the Com-
mission rc propose the most appropriate technical
instruments.
To conclude, Mr President, we feel that these two
fundamental problems 
- 
the dairy sector and the
price percentage 
- 
have not been adequately dealt
with in the repon of the Committee on Agriculture.
Ve hope that the debate will help to clarify them so
that Parliament can adopt an authoritative position
and make a genuine contribution to the solution of she
problems of the common agricultural policy.
(Applause from the lefi)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Maher.
Mr Maher. 
- 
Mr President, I feel as I lisrcn to the
various contributions to this debate that in the Parlia-
ment we are tending to attack the symptom rather
than the disease itself, because it is vinually impossible
at our present stage of development in the European
Community, at our present stage of integration 
- 
or
one might even say disintegration 
- 
to fix farm prices
which will be meaningftil to the farmers of all the
member countries of the European Community. That
is virtually an impossible task, and I think it is that
problem that we ought to be focusing on to see if we
can find a solution.
'We may do it, of course, in certain ways. Ve may
adopt special measures for countries with very high
inflation rates where not even a farm-price increase of
250/0, if they got it, would compensate them for the
escalation of costs. But that, while it is necessary at the
present moment, can only be a temporary solution.
The permanent solution lies in more highly integrated
policies, a common currency, a common economic
srategy, common policies for industry, energy, etc.
That is where the Commission ought to be focusing
attention, and that is where it ought to be clashing
with the Council, because the Council has blocked any
measures which would enable us to harmonize infla-
tion rates within the European Community.
I would say to our British friends 
- 
indeed I acknow-
ledge what Mr De Courcy Ling said about the special
problems we have in Ireland, and I am sorry he is not
here now 
- 
but after all, who has been doing the
special pleading? \7ho has renegotiated membership
of the European Community twice officially, and sev-
eral times unofficially? \7ho? Britain! No matter what
changes are made, she is sdll not satisfied, she is sdll
trying to change the rules. She will not take even the
first timid step towards real integration, which is join-
ing the EMS: she talks about it for two years, but she
does nothing. Now can Mr De Courry Ling be ser-
ious) Vho is stopping integration? Vho is preventing
a situation from developing where we could decide on
meaningful farm prices that mean something to rhe
farmers of the European Community?
Mr Lange 
- 
he too has unfonunately disappeared
after asking questions, but he has an assistant, who can
convey the answer rc him 
- 
asked where the money
was to come from if we decided on price-levels above
what it would appear the budget could stand. I will rcll
Mr Lange where it will come from. And I believe the
Minister for Agriculture of the Republic of France
gave the answer two weeks ago to the Committee on
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Agriculture of this Parliament, when she said, if the
prices set at Community level are not adequare, we
will not let our farmers down. In fao, she said they
would apply national aids, alrhough she did not call ir
such. That is what will happen, thar is where the
money will come from; and if the money comes from
there, Mr President, there will not be a CAP in furure,
because many countries, including France, cannor
afford to let their agriculture down.
That is where the money will come from; and thar is, I
think, again where we are missing rhe point. This is a
political question. I would say to Mr Dalsager rhat
when he posed his questions yesterday, he was looking
at the problem technically; he was not looking at the
political reality. If the prices are not fixed ac adequate
levels, there will be national aids. National aids are
being applied in France at the moment, and there is
not a damned thing you can do about it. You can
bring the French Government. to coun, but you are
ineffective from the point of view of getting any
changes made. That is the dilemma we are in. So I
would like you to bear in mind, when you are talking
about farm price increases, that if they are grossly
inadequate, the national governments will be supply-
ing the resources at national level.
A further point, Mr President. \7hen we consider this
question of farm-price increases, we musr not look at
the farmers only. I would reckon that the farmers ger
probably less than one-third of any increase. fhe
increase is spread over a very wide bqdy of people,
probably hundreds of millions of people in the Euro-
pean Cgmmunity, because of the dependence of the
Member States' economies on agriculture in various
ways, including all the service secrors, the input-out-
put industries, etc. So we are mlking not only about
farmers, but also about other people.
I would say to Sir Fred .W'arner that I was glad he
made the point about the problems of the meat indus-
try and the processing sector. \7e also have serious
problems in Ireland, but I would remind Sir Fred Var-
ner that his group and his government were the one
group and the one government who objected most
strongly to meat going into intervention. There will
inevitably be some meat going into intervention if we
have a processed-meat industry instead of the cattle
walking off live.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Fuchs.
Mr Fuchs. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Honourable Mem-
bers, on behalf of the Socialist Group, I should like ro
contribute to this farm price debate by making a num-
ber of comments and proposals on the interplay
between the food situation in the Community and the
food situation in the rest of the world, particularly the
developing countries.
The devr:loping countries, as we know, are in a dra-
matic situation. More than 500 million men and
women t,cday fail to get enough to eat and tens of mil-
lions, esp,scially children, die of hunger every year. At
the same time, there are vast areas, in Africa in pani-
cular, where food production per head is declining
constantly, in spite of the fact rhat they are still big
exporters of farm products 
- 
to us here in Europe.
So our ctroice of agricultural policy is of prime impon-
ance to the developing countries too. Directly, as far
as quantities are concerned, because we are the
world's biggest importer and second biggest exponer
and indirectly, as far as prices are concerned, because
any choi,:es we make have a considerable effect on
world prices too and, therefore, on earnings in those
developing countries that export.
I should like to deal with three problems here.
First, sugar. Between 1974 and 1981, our Community
sugar polLcy enabled us to go from 900/o to 150% self-
sufficiency. And this year, we are in a position to
expon more than 5 000 000 t to the world market. Yet
at the sanle time, we are claiming to help those devel-
oping countries that produce sugar 
- 
and some of
them have 300/o of their earnings brought in by this
product.'I7e are claiming ro help them with our Lom6
Conventir>n guaranrce of buying 1.3 million t of their
sugar at our internal prices. This is a flagrant conrra-
dicdon. Ctn the one hand we are claiming to help these
countries and on the other we are contributing to the
world pri,:e slump (there has been a drop from 43 to
1 I cents per lb) and in fact helping to ruin the value of
the rest of their exports. \(/e should have the courage
to tackle t.his problem and we oughr ro do so, panicu-
larly since the Community has the means with the sys-
tem of A, B and C quotas. So rhe quesrion I am
frankly putting to you here today is: with the annual
fixrng of the sugar price rise, should we nor also be
looking a: the matter of the long-term rends in the
volume o{ A and B quotas? I personally am convinced
that, if wrl use prices and quantiries, we can make a
better job of helping the developing countries wirhout
dashing the quite legitimate hopes of our European
farmers. ,A.nd let me say in passing what a wonderful
example of this degressive price sysrem, which the
French Sccialists oppose, the presenr organization of
the Community sugar market is.
The second problem I want ro talk about is the milk
problem. r.n the coming years, the developing coun-
tries will be importing milk producrs and we could
produce more than we do. So is it a good idea to mob-
ilize our r,sserve production for expon? Although this
is a great temptation, I personally think we should be
careful. Careful, because we know full well what dam-
age milk powder and butteroil can do in the Third
'!florld today if conditions of health and hygiene are
poor. Only a shorr time ago, this House voted a draft
resolurion condemning the multinationals, Nestl6 in
particular, which help disribute subsritutes for
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mother's milk and thereby make an indirect contribu-
tion to the death of thousands of children. Ve recom-
mended that our. Community adopt a directive con-
taining what the !7orld Health Organization says
about health in this respect. And we should, I think, be
logical and coherent and organize our milk produc-
tion without too much thought of increasing our out-
lets in the Third \7orld 
- 
as things stand, at any rate.
The third problem is cereals, a field where the situa-
tion is perhaps the most dramatic and the most diffi-
cult to analyse. The situation is a dramatic one
because, as we well know, the developing countries'
impons of cereals are increasing at a fantastic rate. In
Africa, for example, they are beyond the 100 000 000 t
mark. The situation is difficult to analyse because, as
we also know, the developing countries' cereal
imports, including what goes in as food aid, tend to
make things worse for them. Imports alter their eating
habits and interfere with local food production net-
works and so they become even more dependent. So
should we export cereals or not? I personally would
say, as things are today and only today, that we
should. Cereals are not just food, but arms, food used
as arms. The USA accounts for more than 500/o of
world expons and the Community for less than 100/0.
This is a serious political danger for anyone who
thinks that it is impossible to overcome underdevelop-
ment by copying either the Soviet-Communist model
or the American-liberalist one. The Europeans, who
are now seeking a third way out of the crisis for them-
selves and for the Third \forld, have a card to play
here.
None of this perhaps seems to have much to do with
rhe European farmers. But I am convinced that a
policy that Buarantees their income and their working
conditions is compatible with a policy of developing
rhe Third'!7orld. I hope that this House and the pro-
fessional organizations will contriburc rc thinking
along these lines.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Kaloyannis.
Mr Kaloyannis. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, the pro-
gramme proposed by the Commission to the Council
for European recovery and Community integration is
a three-sided affair. These include the reform and
adaptation of certain points in the common agricul-
tural policy where this would seem purposeful, while
at the same time abiding by the basic principles of the
policy itself. It can be said that the consequences of
applying the CAP for so many years have been abso-
lutely positive, panicularly in relation to the results,
while the overall cost has not been excessive. No
country can do without an agricultural policy. On the
other hand, the poliry applied by the Community's
competitors is no less costly, even taking into account
the sum of the Community and the national expendi-
tures. In his last address to this House, Mr Thorn con-
cluded that on the basis of this principle and belief, the
Commission took into account the problem of the
smallholders and the depressed areas. I wonder, how-
ever, whether this principle is safeguarded and taken
exclusively into account in the Commission's proposals
on the prices of agricultural products and related mea-
sures, which are also dealt with in the Curry repon
under discussion. The objectives of the Commission
for the 1980s, for the entire development of agricul-
ture, are:
First, to slow down the production of products in sur-
plus.
Second, to align the prices of cenain Community
products with the prices ruling in other producing
countries, for example the price of wheat with the cor-
responding American price, a measure which will
result in improved competitiveness.
Third, to slow down the rate of increase in the
expenditure on guaranteeing agricultural products, by
comparison with the rate of increase in the Com-
munity's resources as a whole, so that other Com-
munity policies can be served as well.
Mr President, these targets may in part be justified.
However, the burden of cost will be borne by the
small producers, and by countries with serious econo-
mic and organizational problems, that are lagging
behind the wealthier regions and countries of the
Community.
The right way to face these problems is to try also to
solve the problems of countries where special circum-
stances exist, such as Greece and Ireland.
However, even as modified by the report under dis-
cussion, the Commission's proposals contain nothing
specific and satisfactory. The only exception, which
shows that there is some small recognition of these
special circumstances, is that the Commission places
some weight on the problem of differing inflation rates
and states that it will put forward an integrated organ-
izational programme for the Mediterranean regions,
in which it is essential for Greece rc be included, with
the participation of the EAGGF and other financing
organs for the development of the programme in ques-
tion.
As for fixing the prices of agriculrural producrs for
1982/83, for a smn I reject the basis of increasing
them by 90/o on the criterion of the forecasr average
inflation in the Community. As a basis, this criterion is
inconsistent and unjust. Inconsistent, because it sets
itself against the Commission's objective, namely to
increase the income of all producers who are members
of the Community. Unjust, because ic creates at leasr
three categories of farmers, namely: first, the privi-
leged, in countries with a low inflation rate. Secondly,
those who will perhaps merely maintain rheir present
level of income, in counrries where the inflation rate
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ranges around 9%. Thirdly, those unfortunate farmers
whose incomes will be reduced to dangerous levels,
and I mean those in countries which, like Greece, have
an inflation rate forecast to be over 250l0.
Mr President, these disparities will be limited if the
prices are fully increased by more than the Agriculture
Committee has accepted, namely by 140/0, with special
treatment for Greece which admittedly suffers from
the familiar difficuldes and special circumstances, par-
ticularly when it is borne in mind that her agricultural
population fluctuates around about 300/o of her work-
ing populadon.
Presidcnt. 
- 
I call Mr Purvis.
Mr Purvis. 
- 
Mr President, I think I am the last
speaker for this group. I wonder if you could tell me
just what the balance of time is for this group.
President. 
- 
Thirty-one minutes, Mr Purvis.
Mr Purvis. 
- 
Mr Presidenr, this is the third time that
this Parliament, in its direcdy elected form, has con-
sidered farm prices, and in that time we have all learnt
a lot about the CAP, or certainly we should have.
Those of us who had a gut feeling against it have
begun to appreciate its achievements and its complexi-
ties. 'We have learnt that simplistic solutions of root-
and-branch pruning, of destruction or of zero-price
increases are not only unrealistic but run counter to
the interests of everyone in Europe, be he consumer or
industrial worker, be he Briton or Irishman or Greek.
Those of us who were concerned only for our farming
electorate have begun, or should have begun 
- 
and I
must admit to some doubm after hearing some of
today's speeches 
- 
to appreciate that the farmers'
interests are best protected in the shon and the long
run by a realistic assessment of the constraints. This
includes public opinion, with its concern over infla-
tion, unemployment and other priorities, and i$ con-
cern with the financial burden. If we had to charge our
electorate directly with the taxes necessary to pay for
our proposals, we might be more circumspect.
I would like to see even greater realism among those
in this Parliament who seem to think they are doing
well by their farming constituents if they disregard all
reasonableness, or if they make great political gestures
ltke 140/o or 16.30/o or 990/o 
- 
figures that mean very
litrle in practical fact. As Mr Curry has pointed out,
the differing inflation-rates, the differing exchange-
rate movements, the differing product specializations
and the differing regional conditions make an overall
average almost meaningless. It is the price for the
product which any particular farmer tries to sell that
really matters. It is the longer-term assurance of stable
growth which matters more to farmers than empty
political gestures.
My other and equal concern is to make the urban,
non-farming European undersand better what the
CAP does and does not do. Far from being the villain
of the piece, the CAP has assured the European
housewif,: ample supplies, a variety, a quality and
quantity cf food which few other areas of the world
enjoy 
- 
and all this for a minimal insurance premium
of barely 31/20/o: 31/zp in the 9-; 31/z pfennigs in the
mark; 3t/.t cents in the franc; 3t/zp it a punt.
Secondly. the CAP is blamed for all the increases in
food pric,:s. In fact, of the increases of the last 10 years
the CAP can be blamed for barely 100/o: the other
90% is d,re to bad government, resulting in inflation.
to energ) price-increases, to processors and disribu-
tors clawing back their cost increases. The farmers, on
the other hand, have received price increases below
the level of their cost increases: they have made up the
difference by increased productivity and declining
incomes -- a fall of 730/o in real rerms since 1974 in
the whole Community, and in some countries of up to
230/0. Morever, while farmer's incomes have declined
by that 13'0/0, real incomes in the economy as a whole,
including even the unemployed, have risen by 50/o 
- 
a
difference, a diverging difference and a still diverging
difference of 18%.
Furtherm,rre, whatever figures are agreed on here or
in the Cor:ncil for increasing prices at the annual price
review are translated by the media straight into the
shopping basket. The farmer and the CAP are blamed
for all fc,od price increases. Frankly speaking, the
Commission should do more to explain to the public at
large the implications of price increases to farmers and
how they really affect the consumer. A price-increase
to farmers of tO% 
- 
and I choose that figure only for
arithmetical convenience 
- 
would result in an
increase of 2t/zo/o in food-prices and of only 5/t0/o in
retail pricr: indices. That is an average. The more heav-
ily a prodrrct is involved in processing and disribudon,
the less is the impact of the farmer's price on the cost
of living. Bread, for example, is reladvely little pro-
cessed; but of the price of a loaf, roughly 30% goes
for the wheat, 300/o goes for energy consumed in the
bakery, and 400/o goes for distribution. In the case of
potato cri;ps 
- 
I know these are not covered by rhe
CAP, but nevenheless as an example 
- 
the farmer
gets 10%o of what you pay for a packet 
- 
1p out of
the 10p it costs. Last week, in Scotland the housewife
paid 11.60 for rolled shoulder of lamb: after allowing
for bonin6; and trimming, the butcher paid the farmer
!1 for all his breeding and rearing, and took 50p to
cover his shop costs and profits.
If you ar,: worried about the price of food in the
shops, a careful look at costs and productivity in the
processing and disribution trades might be more
rewarding than castigating the farmer and the CAP
who have the misfortune of being the most publicly
exposed, not least by the PR efforts of those same pro-
cessing an,i distribution industries. \7e do not have an
annual pan-session to consider what price-increases
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should be allowed to the processing and distribution
trades. Perhaps we should. How would they, their
workers and their shareholders have appreciated a
consistently dropping real income?
Any system of State intervention, such as the CAP
undoubtedly is, must be adjusrcd to changing circum-
stances. Ve cannot expect to get the price increases
that are needed and deserved if there is no willingness
to incorporate mechanisms which limit the incentive to
produce unwanted surpluses, and which limit overall
financial liabilities for the budget and the taxpayer. It
is therefore wholly legitimate that there should be
quantum limits associated with prices which realisti-
cally meet the CAP principle of providing farmers with
a reasonable income. In fact, only with realism in lim-
iting surpluses and production can we expect adequate
funds to give really good prices for the production we
do need.
The real problem, however is the incompleteness of
the CAP. Mr Lange and Mr De Courcy Ling have
mentioned the lack of adequate annual time 
- 
links
between the fixing of farm prices and the budget. I
agree. But I would ask the Commission just how much
money there is already in the 1982 budget to cover this
year's price agreement. \7ould the Commission's pro-
posals be covered adequately by what fat there is in the
existing budget? \7ould the Committee on Agricul-
ture's proposals entail a supplementary budget or not?
The essential incompleteness however, is the lack of a
proper common market, because the common market
and fair competition throughout the Communiry are
still impeded at the national boundaries by technical
standards such as health regulations, some of them
much more protectionist than sanitary, by border con-
trol bureaucracy, by front-door and back-door
national aids, by distoning and discriminatory excise
taxes on processed farm products such as Scotch
whisky and, yes, wine and even by police inaction in
the face of unlawful attacks on imponed produce as
we have seen so shamefully in the south of France
recently.
The worst millstone around the CAP's neck is the lack
of economic and monetary integration. Mr Maher
mentioned this. It is this which causes many of these
frontier delays in calculating MCAs. This is what
prompts competitive devaluations of national curren-
cies and the green currencies as well. This is what
prompts a reluctance to revalue green currencies in
countries with positive MCAs. It is this that causes the
wide divergences between countries and regions. How
can one have a common agricultural poliry when the
monetary environment, the constellation within which
all these nine monetary planets revolve, is unstable, is
adjusmble unilaterally, can be distoned at will and is
heavily influenced by the magnetic field of the dollar
constellation next door? That is why the news last
week, not from the Agriculrure Council, but from the
Council of Finance Ministers, is so disappointing. The
Agricultural Committee's resolution calls for British
membership of the EMS. This group agrees. But even
more imponant is that the EMS should go forward.
(The President urged the speaher to conclade)
Mr President, I gather there were 3l minutes left for
this group, may I proceed? Are there any other speak-
ers ?
President. 
- 
Not from your group, but you are not
entitled to take the group's speaking time for yourself.
The group has given me the message that you have
10 minutes, and you have to be disciplined in your
grouP.
(Laughter)
Mr Purvis. 
- 
There will then be 21 minutes left.
President. 
- 
It is not my fault.
Mr Purvis. 
- 
Could I ask you then to amend that to,
say, 13?
President. 
- 
I will give you 2 minutes now.
Mr Purvis. 
- 
Ve agree wholeheanedly wirh the
Committee on Agriculture's suggesrion rhar Briain
should join the EMS, but rhe EMS ircelf musr keep
going forward. Yet if press reports are to be believed,
it was the German Minisrer who prevented acceptance
of a Commission proposal which was prompted by this
Parliament and designed to bring about that forward
step. It was concerned in panicular wirh greater use of
the ECU and abolition of legal restrictions on its use.
Only when we have a common European currency
will we have a workable and fair common agricultural
policy.
As a farmer greatly concerned for his bank overdraft
and the struggle to break even, as an MEP represenr-
ing at least as many non-farm electors as rhose who
live on and by the land, I ask Members on both sides
of this House to forego political gesrures and to con-
centrate on being realistic and consistenr, [o make rea-
sonable proposals this year and next, otherwise rhe
Commissioner will be quire jusdfied in considering
what comes our of this Parliament on rhe subject of
farming and farm prices as absurd and irrelevant. It
will be of much more use to [he farmers of Europe if
we make the CAP well founded and appreciated by
the consumer and the Bxpayer as much as by the
farmer. It will be more relevan[ ro the long-term future
of European farming if we get finance ministers and
central bankers in Germany and other Member States
to make a determined effon to achieve economic and
monetary integration.
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I say to my colleagues: if you are concerned for rhe
future of farming, for the future of the CAP, for the
future of this Parliament's credibility, for the future of
the Community itself, then you must sertle on more
reasonable and sensible proposals. But if we approve
anphing like the Committee on Agriculture's resolu-
tion we will, in fact, damage the interests of farming
throughout the Community.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Kyrkos.
Mr Kyrkos. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, it must be clearly
recognized that in the last three years the fortunes of
the CAP have been more at risk than ever before, and
with them the credibility of the Community as such,
because it is being proved ever more clearly that the
CAP is a commercial policy that promotes the inrerest
of the major producers and of the wealthy countries in
the Community, while being virtually indifferent to
the ruin of the small to medium producers, particularly
those in the Mediterranean countries. It is a great
hypocrisy for us to bemoan the cost of the CAP when
the total expenditure involved is no greater than 10lo
of the gross product of all the Member States, taken
together, whereas agriculture constitutes one of the
main sources of wealth in Europe. If the European
market is one of the most self-sufficient and well-
provisioned markets in the world, if Europe can
become an erren greater exporter of agricultural prod-
ucm, this is because of those very farmers whom we
are today refusing to protect against inflation and cri-
sis. And we must. not forget rhat if, today, European
agriculture produces irc goods at higher cost and is nor
competitive on [he international marke6, this is not
the result of any failing on the part of European farm-
ers, but a consequence of the very limited resources
made available by the EAGGF for its reorganization.
Vithin the framework of European agriculture, the
weakest link is undoubtedly Mediterranean agricul-
ture, and this for reasons as objective as those behind
the CAP applied up to now. The farming concerns
that produce the Medircrranean products are for the
most part very small, poor, and badly organized.
However, they are located in the poorest pans of
Europe, where they control the population with lower
incomes and harder working condirions. Any funher
squeeze on their incomes would result in a wholesale
flight from the land, and in an increase in unemploy-
ment with all its social consequences. The Mediterra-
nean regions need far greater attention from the Com-
munity than they have had in the past.
Fellow Members, Greece joined the EEC for specific
economic and political reasons. A prime factor among
these was the possibiliry of better support, for agricul-
tural prices and for agricultural incomes. However,
with inflation standing at 250/0, Greek farmers will see
their incomes yet again being drastically reduced if the
prices proposed by the Commission are adopted.
In our opinion, a just and quick solution is for the
Community to grant higher agricultural price rises. To
grant aclditional income support, from common
resources, to producers in countries where inflation is
so high that not even these higher increases will match
it. To esr.ablish mechanisms for the subsidy of large-
scale pro,Jucrion so as to reduce the production costs,
and at the same time to promote urgently a dynamic
export. pc'licy for Medircrranean agricultural products,
and not just strategic products to the Socialist and
other third countries. This would relieve the common
market fi'om its surpluses and would assist the com-
mon budl;et.
Mr Presirlent, at an impressive meeting at the historic
sirc of K.ileler, in Thessaly, 100 000 Greek farmers
joined th,: Conference of the Greek Farming Associa-
tions last Sunday in expressing their desire for better
treatmenl. Their voice, joining the voices of farmers
elsewhere in Europe and especially in Mediterranean
Europe, is full of political significance and we feel that
the European Parliament should be particularly aware
of this.
The Conrmunist Party of Greece, Mr President, has
submitted a series of amendmenm along the lines I
have decided, and we ask for these amendments to be
received {avourably.
President, 
- 
I call Mr Brondlund Nielsen.
Mr Brsnrllund Nielsen. 
- 
(DA) Mr President, unfor-
tunately, we have to realize that we are in a period of
crisis in the Community at the present time. It may
even be that we are at a crossroads and that is some-
thing which to a large extent affects the agricultural
policy, which we are discussing here. The price adjust-
ments which have taken place in recent years have not
gone far r:nough in relation to rises in costs, and that
means thrrt this policy, which is of such importance to
the Comrnunity, is in danger of being undermined by
national support measures. At the same [ime, we see
that the (lommunity in general is in crisis, primarily
because of the budgetary difficuldes which have been
caused by a single Member State. In such a situation,
and during an agricultural debate, I think that we
should stop for a while and focus our minds on what
kind of ag;riculture we wish to see develop in the Com-
munity in the future. !7e shall not do that by laying
down res':rictive economic planning frameworks and
ceilings, s/e must have a definite idea of what we wish
to look f,rrward to. In my opinion, it should be an
agriculture divested of the presenr exrremes. On the
one hand, we have a few gigantic industrialized farm-
ing concerns in which production is concentrated in
very largt: units. The other extreme is composed of
small, in agricultural terms, hopelessly antiquated
farms.
Many have devorcd considerable attention to the latter
type, and I sympathize with those farmers and feel we
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should support them. But it should be done through
social and regional policy, it can never be the concern
of agricultural policy. \7hat is in conformity with
Article 39 of the Treaty and with sound sense with
regard to the rype of agriculture we should be promot-
ing is what I would call the effecdve family farm 
- 
i.e.
a farm of sufficient size to provide a reasonable
income, which can also accommodate a certain divi-
sion of labour and provide opportunities for training.
A farm of this kind can afford those employed on it a
reasonable livelihood and can yield quality produce to
the advantage of the consumer. This rype of farm will
ensure security of supply, and it is also environmen-
tally the ideal form. Ve must also be attentive to the
latter aspect, since the environmental problems arising
in the future may be considerable, and this type of
agriculrural holding is also the ideal one from that
point of view too.
It has also been the Community's own policy to pro-
mote this rype of farm. This has been done through a
structural policy supporting the modernization of
these farms, but precisely this type of holding has
recently got into difficulty, because many have also
embarked on their own account on major investment
plans, have taken risks and have made an immense
conrribution to employment. It is precisely these farm-
ers and these agricultural holdings, on which Europe
should build irs future and the future system of food
supply, which are today in difficulty, and they are the
ones we should be supporting.
'!7e should do that most effectively by carrying out a
real price adjustment this year. Not an increase in pay,
only a price adjustment to cover the increased produc-
tion costs. 'We know that the budget does not present
any obstacles to this. 'We know that overproduction
problems, created by some, do not arise. The Commis-
sion has drawn attention to a growth limir of 0.5%
per year, for example in milk production, which is
most controversial, and the trend in milk production
in 1981, and we know that milk production last year
was only 0.3-0.40/0. There are therefore abundant
reasons for effecting the most realistic, the right price
increase. It should be close to 740/0, as the Committee
on Agriculture has proposed and, against that back-
ground, I move that we vote for 140/0. I would also
urge that, if the Curry report undergoes major
changes during the voting on proposed amendments,
we vote for the Curry repon in its original form. It will
be a support to European agriculture, and there is
great need of such support in the prevailing situation.
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Castle.
Mrs Castle. 
- 
Mr President, this is certainly a sorry
day to be celebrating the 25th anniversary of the
Treaty of Rome. As the mutilated Curry report in
front of us shows, the Bourbons of the Commitree on
Agriculture have triumphed once again. Like Bour-
bons they forget nothing and they learn nothing, or
should I say thar their memories are highly selective?
They conveniendy forget the key phrase in Article ]9
which says that the purpose of agricultural policy
should be to guarantee consumer supplies at reason-
able prices. The originators of the Treaty knew per-
fecdy well that it was a nonsense to go on producing
food that we can't afford rc consume. They conven-
iently forget that the basic principles of the CAP, to
which they love to refer, have been distorted by politi-
cal bargaining over the years from that which was vis-
ualized at the first Stresa Conference. Cenainly they
learn nothing, because they refuse to learn that the
Community has changed and that the political inter-
pretations of Ardcle 39 which suited the countries of
the Six will not work in an enlarged Community.
That is why we have the continuing crisis over the
United Kingdom contribution. It was never intended
way back in 1957 that a situation should arise in which
one of the weakest economies in the Community
should become the largest net contributor, but this is
whar Britain will once again become unless this contri-
bution problem is solved. It was certainly not the pros-
pect held out to the British people at the renegotiation
referendum of 1975. They would not have voted yes if
they had been told they would be expected to go on
subsidizing countries wealthier than themselves. On
the contrary! The British Government assured them
that it had been assured that the common agricultural
policy would be reformed, that surpluses would disap-
pear and that agriculture would take a smaller share of
the Community budget, thus solving Britain's problem
in a basic way. Now we find what the reality actually
is. The Bourbons of the Committee on Agriculture
have served notice on the British people. I have heard
some of them today saying to us: stop moaning, pay
up or get out! Vell I give them a warning that the
British people will not pay up.
Commissioner Dalsager is right. If the Committee on
Agriculture is not prepared to accept the Commis-
sion's modest programme for reform, then it is not
prepared to reform the CAP at all. Heaven knows, the
Commission's proposals are far too timid for my lik-
ing. For example, I would hardly call it prudent pric-
ing policy to recommend an increase in rhe price of
milk of 90lo when milk production, as we all know, is
still rising. An increase like thar would mean in the
United Kingdom, for instance, that the price of butter
would go up by 7 t/z p a pound. No wonder consump-
tion of butter is falling, and if the Bourbons had their
way the increase would be double thar.
Indeed the Commission's whole approach to the milk
problem is far too timid.'!7e know that rhey talk about
cutting back production. They are going to control it,
they say! \7ell how? The 2t/20/o flat rate co-responsi-
biliry lery is to be retained. But we all know whit thar
is for! It does not control production. It is merely a
means of raising money. It is in practice a lery on rhe
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consumer to make the consumer pay for the subsidies
which arise from the fact that the consumer akeady
cannot afford to pay the prices that are being charged.
It should be abolished, but something much more
effective must take its place.
I wanr to ask the Commission what has happened to
Finn Gundelach's bold campaign for a swingeing super
lery on all milk production above the level of 1979.
Ve know what happened to it. The Council of Minis-
ters threw it outl Now three years later, when milk
production has risen by another three million tonnes
since 1979, all the Commission says is that if it rises
next year by yet another t/20/o the Commission will
propose what it calls 'appropriate measures'. Now we
all know what will happen, don't we? The Council will
vote an even bigger price increase than 90/o and then
throw the 'appropriate measures' out. Oh yes, another
deal will be done, and no doubt we will solve the
rebate problem on an ad hocbasis once again, but the
fact is that the reforms we need are going backwards
and not forwards.
Take cereals. \7e have heard about the terrible imports
of substitute animal feedingstuffs. The Commission's
analysis is absolutely impeccable, because it points out
that it is the price factor which dictates these imports.
The high cereal prices that have been fixed during the
lifedme of the CAP have made our own cereals impos-
sibly unremunerative as animal feedingstuffs. That is
why the imports take place, because the cost of pro-
duction all across the board 
- 
pigs, poultry, milk,
eggs, beef 
- 
has been forced up by the high cereal
prices. The Commission is right when it says it is time
we closed the gap between the price of EEC cereals
and those of our major competitor, the USA. That
gap, we are told, now stands, or stood in 1981, at
40 units of account per tonne. Ve are to close the gap,
says the Commission, so what has it done? It has pro-
posed a price increase that would merely close that
40 ECU gap by 4 units of account. No, the Commis-
sion's proposals are hardly revolutionary. Yet,
Mr President, they are a beacon light of progress com-
pared with the Curry report which is before us today.
This Parliament must throw out that report or prove
that the Community is incapable of reforming ircelf.
Now of course a number of farmers are in difficulty,
particularly in the poorer regions of the Communiry,
and of course they should be helped. It has always
been an integral pan of Socialist policy to have a sys-
tem of agricultural support which gives us the food
supplies we need at reasonable prices and which parti-
cularly directs its help towards those who need it most.
But, you know, even a much bigger price increase than
the one the Commission recommends won't do that.
The more I listen to these farm price debates, the
clearer it becomes to me that we will never properly
support those farmers who really need support or dis-
rribute the Community's wealth more fairly or have
any money left for structural regional and social poli-
cies without a fundamental change in the financing
mechanism of the CAP.
The mistake lies in trying to support farmers through
artificially high prices that are well above what the
market will bear, and it is wrong that the consumer
should be expected to bear the burden of financing
social policies in agriculture. That should be the res-
ponsibility of the axpayer, as it is in other fields, and
the consumer will not tolerate the continued burdens
that are placed on her. \7e have got to get away from
this political pricing back to economic pricing and
then help those farmers who need more help through
direct aids. Those countries that want. to give their
farmers something over the odds, for social or political
reasons, should carry it on their ovn national budgets
and not expect to universalize it over all the consumers
of the European Community.
No wonder they are disillusioned on this anniversary
day. No wonder the Community is going round in cir-
cles. It cannot expand and it cannot breathe because it
is caught in these distortions of the originators' ideas.
The amended Curry repon is a monstrosity, taking us
back to the darkest days of the CAP. I am sorry
Mr Curry has not had the courage of his previous con-
victions and come here and told us that he would
refuse to present the report to Parliament and that
somebody else must do it. Other rapponeurs have
done that when they said: sorry, my report has been so
much amended that it is no longer mine and I cannot
advocate it. Mr Curry gave us a very clever speech, he
always does, but what this Parliament needed to hear
was a wise one. I wish he had placed himself rcday
boldly at the head of the reform that we all know is
well overdue.
My British Labour Party colleagues and I will vote
against the Curry report. \fle shall also try to toughen
the Commission's will and to improve its policies.
Above all we shall continue to argue, and try to prove
to this Parliament, that only fundamental reform will
mee[ the needs of farmers as well as the general public
in the Community. I must add in concluding,
Mr President, that we don't hold out much hope.
INTHE CHAIR:MRDANKERT
President
2. 25th annioersary of tbe signing of the Treaties of
Rome
President. 
- 
President-in-Office of the Council,
President of the Commission, ladies and gentlemen, it
is difficult ro take stock of the first 25 years of the
European Community and much easier to say how
things smnd in the Community today: the situation in
the European Community today is bleak.
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Does this mean that the past 25 years were also bleak?
No.
A great many decisions of real imponance have been
taken since 25 March 1957.
The signing of the Rome Trearies ushered in a period
which was to change the underlying course of Euro-
pean history.
I shall quorc two examples which, to my mind, clearly
illusrate this.
One of the guiding conceprs of rhe founding fathers of
Europe was Franco-German reconciliation. After all,
conflicts between those two counrries had brought
Europe to the verge of the precipice in the nineteenth
and twentieth centuries.
The idea of developing a common marker for coal and
steel into a Communiry capable of creating a political
climate in which the idea of a conflict which mighr
escalate to such an exrenr rhat the only 'solution'
would lie in the use of force could appear inconceiv-
able, was revolutionary despite its simplicity.
The implementarion of that simple idea and all it
entailed has brought us today, 25 years after the sign-
ing of the Treaties, into a siruation where conflicts and
problems naturally still exist but in which nobody
would think of resoning ro a violent solution.
That, to my mind, is a poinr which cannot be stressed
too highly. All rco often this siruation is taken for
granted.
A second major achievement has been rhe creation of
customs union, a policy on competirion and a common
agricultural policy. Here too crearivity and courage
have led to the development of a multinational policy
capable of guaranteeing food supplies and growing
prosperity for the European Community.
The economic strength of the Community brought in
its train the need for political responsibiliry. The Mem-
ber States have slowly begun to draw the necessary
conclusions 
- 
although they have done so panly our-
side the framework of rhe Treaties. The conference of
Heads of State or Governmenr has becr srrcn insti-
tutional form in the European Council. T,, l;egin with
strong endeavours were made to keep political cooper-
ation separate from the province of the European
Community, although rhe European Parliament was
involved in it. Now rhe governmenrs and, in pani-
cular, the Foreign Ministers are tending increasingly
to coordinate rheir positions on inrernational conflicts.
Political cooperarion has created a situation in which
the Community is being taken increasingly seriously
by third countries not only for economic but also for
polidcal reasons.
Ve have good reason to celebrate the existence of the
Treaties of Rome and to nore q/irh satisfaction that
these Treaties have helped ro srrengrhen peace among
our European democracies; but let us nor turn a blind
eye to the internal decay of rhe Community.
In establishing the Community the Member Srates
assumed cenain responsibiliries as regards their own
pattern of behaviour and also the effectiveness of its
institutions.
Those reponsibilities are nor an end in rhemselves but
serve to attain the objectives defined in the preamble
to the Rome Treaties which have lost none of their
relevance:
'Resolved to ensure the economic and social pro-
gress of their countries by common action to elimi-
nate the barriers which divide Europe.'
It would be illusory to suppose thar this economic and
social progress could be achieved through independent
action by the Member States. A process which today
harms the Community while seeming to benefit indivi-
dual Member States will lead tomorrow ro rhe collapse
of the Communiry and harm all its member countries
- 
by which I mean the citizens of those counries.
The future is inevitably uncenain. \7e must recognize
that uncertainty and, accepting our responsibility to
our peoples, do more than merely exacerbate the mis-
takes committed in the past.
To do so we musr in the first place openly admit the
wrong paths taken by rhe Communiry. These errors
have been made in both the political and institutional
spheres. At the political level we have reached too
many weak compromises. May I remind you here of
the misguided developments in our agricultural policy
and of our inability to see prac[ically all our common
policies as anphing other than the sum of conflicting
national interests.
Alongside the lack of determination and of a clearly
chaned course for Community policy, we also observe
that the institutions of the Community have lost their
legitimation and effeoiveness. It is not enough ro
quote direct elections to the European Parliament and
the increase in irc budgerary powers as positive facrors
in the amendmenr of the Trearies. Abandonment of
the principle rhat rhe Council should take majoriry
decisions and rhe limitation placed on rhe freedom of
manceuvre of rhe Commissiop by the governmenm of
the Member Srates, are, in the long, run, undermining
authoriry, rhrowing the institutional system out of bal-
ance and encroaching on rhe already resrricted influ-
ence of Parliament.
Vhat point is there in paying lip service [o rhe sffeng-
thening of democrary in the Community rhrough the
strengthening of the role of Parliamenr, if, ar the same
time, the governmenr of certain Member States or the
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Council as a whole have chosen to make it difficult for
Parliament to exercise its rights?
There is no cause for the European Parliament to
indulge in solemn commemoration when we see that
the Council, instead of complying with the obligations
to cooperate imposed on it by the Treaties, is endea-
vouring to undermine the rights of Parliament and
treating Parliament with disdain.
If the Council 
- 
an institution of the Community 
-behaves simply as a forum of national bureaucrats and,
as has happened frequently of late, invites Parliament
to negotiations only to inform it that there is unfor-
tunarcly nothing more to negotiate because the Coun-
cil has already mken a decision, this can only be inter-
preted as the arrogance of power which has little to do
with the ideas underlying the Treaties and confirmed
by later summit conferences which advocated direct
elections and legislative powers for Parliament.
Commemoration of the 25th anniversary of the sign-
ing of the Treat(es of Rome is also an occasion to
draw attention to the tendency to provide the smallest
possible binding juridical basis for political and institu-
tional progress. Accession treaties and treaties on the
budgetary procedure, in the context of which the
Court of Auditors of the European Community was
set up, have admittedly been concluded but the Euro-
pean Council and rhe whole sphere of political coop-
eration are still not covered by new treaty provisions.
And so an ever-widening grey area which escapes pol-
itical and juridical control, has arisen.
Although we may readily understand the fear that any
amendment of the Rome Treaties might loosen the
existing fabric, we cannot in the long run accept a situ-
ation in which no new stable foundation exism for
future progress.
This does not mean that we are casting doubm on the
value of arrangements concluded to provide a finer
definition of the Treaty provisions. But formal deci-
sions are essential if our cooperation is to extend fur-
ther.
The European Parliament itself will be making its con-
tribution by submitting the preliminary draft of a
European basic law. But that too cannot in itself suf-
fice to set in motion the necessary process of further
European integration with the involvement of those
who hold political responsibility in the Member Starcs.
Aware of the qualitative change which direct elections
have brought to the life of the Community (since 1979
each individual elector has been involved directly in
the EEC instead of being represented exclusively by
his national Bovernment or national parliament), Par-
liament must exert a direct influence on the problems
facing its electors in order rc mobilize public opinion
in support of a European solution to European prob-
lems.
If, through the emotional impact of our arguments
and the conceptual strength of our proposals, we man-
age in this Chamber to bring home to public opinion
our views on problems such as unemployment, energy,
security and agriculture, we shall be able to comPen-
sate our lack of formal powers by our political au-
thority.
Ladies and gentlemen, this means that we must base
our proposals on detailed political preparations in
close contact with contemporary economic reality; it
also implies that, in the last resort, our collective
interest will be better served if we organize our plen-
ary debates in such a way that a few Members say a
great deal rather than many Members saying very
little.
If we succeed in this, it should be possible to motivate
collective organizations to exert the pressure necessary
to turn our proposals into practical policies.
However paradoxical this may sound to some of you,
at the rrery rime when the Community is living through
an extremely difficult crisis, it is up to us in the Euro-
pean Parliament rc show that things can be different in
Europe.
And so we have a great reponsibility. It seems to me
that a part of our responsibility can only be discharged
in a more informal framework. At this time when the
Community lacks general political objectives, I believe
it would be opponune to strike out on a new path,
with the cooperation of both employers and employ-
ees, and set down our definitive conclusions in a 1983
,version of Messina.
Time is running out. Political and social imperatives
make it impossible for us to delay any longer in our
effons to set back on its true course a rudderless Com-
munity in which the ranks of the unemployed are
being swollen each month by 180 000 more persons.
Let us bend all our endeavours to that end.
Mr Tindemans, President-in-Offce of tbe Council. 
-(NL) Mr President of the European Parliament, Mr
President of the Commission, ladies and gentlemen,
we have solemnly gathered here today in Strasbourg
to commemorate the 25th anniversary of the signing
of the Treaty of Rome. This is a time when many
speeches will be made to explain the importance of the
European Economic Community. But there is no de-
nying that it is a difficult msk in 1982 ro recall the
atmosphere prevailing in Europe and the world in
1957 and to pay a just tribute to the heroic effons
made at that time by a handful of politicians and their
collaborators. It can still be said that the establishment
of the European Coal and Steel Community was a
revolutionary act since coal and steel were the strength
of the industrial countries and both products had been
the cause of dramatic conflicts between European
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countries. Otler factors which played a pan harked
back to pre-war conditions. The statesmen did not
realize at that time, of course, what the future would
bring.
The European Defence Community had its origins in
other factors: the cold war, the fear of new conflicts,
the need to make a serious defence effon at European
level. This proposal failed because of the srrengrh of
the nation States. Different morives again lay behind
the esmblishment of the European Economic Com-
munity and the European Atomic Energy Community.
The most far-sighted statesmen still remembered the
economic crisis of the 1930s very clearly. They were
obsessed by the economic mistakes which were
regarded during that period as sound policy by our
countries: economic nationalism, protecrionism, autar-
chy and currency manipulations. They were also
apprehensive about the difficulties which, according ro
all che forecasts, would inevitably occur in the energy
sector. Hence their proposal for the establishment of
an economic community and an atomic energy com-
munity.
Mr President, we can, however, say without fear of
deceiving ourselves thar rhe reason why rhese excellent
ideas were able to assume definite shape was rhat the
actual proposals were based on a profound conviction,
on faith in European solidarity.
My compatriot Etienne de la Vall6e-Poussin once des-
cribed this phenomenon in the following terms: 'At
this time, thanks to the vigour rhat carried along all
the "fans" of the European movement, Europe
abounded with enthusiasric partisans. In a way it can
be said that a new ideology was born, as general and
fruitful as Liberalism and Socialism had been at an
earlier stage. The questioning of nationalism indicated
a more open, more prosperous, better defended
society on the horizon, presenting imelf ro the world
as a rejuvenated continent, one rhar had learnr from irs
pitiful experience, a bearer of messages of peace, of
universal brorherhood, of social progress, in a new
spirit of ccoperarion among the classes. The federalist
group which emerged in rhe political fora also brought
a political doctrine capable of inspiring the creation of
the sructures of the new Europe. Many socio-Chris-
tians, Liberals and Socialism were to find in federalism
elements thar re.iuvenated their own doctrines. In a
very diffuse but general manner rhere emerged a plan
for a new Europe where, wirhin a strengrhened
democracy, the synthesis of many previous conflicts
and aspirations might be achieved.'
These words give a clear picture of the vigour that
existed in the 1950s. This enrhusiasm, rhis conviction,
this commitment have resulted in great achievements.
I shall nor enumerare all these achievemenrs. Vho,
anyway, is more aware of them than the Members of
this European. Parliament, elected by universal suf-
frage, the sole expression of the will of the people at
European level? The generation of the 1950s had a
great deal of courage, political will and imaginadon.
This was expressed brilliantly by Paul-Henri Spaak
when he declared in 1957:'This dme men of the \7est
have not lacked the courage and they have not acted
too late.'Allow me ro repear these words: 'This dme
men of the'S7esr have not lacked rhe courage and they
have not acted too late.' And he went on: 'The
memory of their misfonunes and perhaps of rheir mis-
takes seems to have inspired them, given them the
courage needed to forger rhe old squabbles, ro casr
aside antiquated tradirions, so rhar they might think
and act in a rruly fresh manner and achieve the great-
est voluntary and controlled transformation in the his-
tory of Europe. They did a great thing and, what is
remarkable and perhaps unique, they did it while re-
nouncing any use of force, coercion and threats. It is
this appeal to intelligence, wisdom and solidarity that
reveals the true narure of our work. That is what
makes it an achievemenr of our time: a sriking mani-
festation of the riches of. a civilization with a pasr so
weighed down with greatness that suddenly a new
awareness makes it seem so full of yourh, hope and
future prospecrs.'
And in his memoirs he added: 'The Treaty of Rome
marked the riumph of rhe spirit of cooperation and
the defeat of egoistic nationalism. Those who had seen
the venture through were inspired by the same convic-
tions and the same ideal. \Tithout in any way denying
their attachment to rheir respecrive countries, they
proclaimed the need ro unite rhem to safeguard rheir
economic power and hence their polirical strengrh.
They were cenain that, in so doing, they would halt
the decline of a civilization and resrore ro rhe conri-
nent of Europe its rightful place and its influence.'
Mr President, since that time many things have hap-
pened. And if he were still with us, Paul-Henri Spaak
would without a doubr show his disappointmenr. '!(i'e
have returned to a world characterized by a serious
economic crisis, monetary disorder, the resurgence of
all kinds of narionalism. It is becoming difficult to
predict where Europe's furure lies and whar our fate
will be. It is not therefore enough roday to eulogize
the Treary of Rome and its founding fathers. An anni-
versary of this kind compels us, and cenainly a Euro-
pean Parliament elecred by universal suffrage, to
examine our consciences and, in the spirit of 1957, to
seek the means of conrinuing rhe work that has been
started.
It might be said rhat defeat is in rhe eye of the
beholder. People are somerimes heard ro say rhar rhe
period of European creariviry that coincided with the
1950s is a rhing of the past, rhat we are doing no more
than living on rhe achievemenrs of rhat age and that
the present generarion no longer has the will or the
courage to do what obviously needs ro be done.
Mr President, I refuse to believe this. Vhat is true is
that more and more politicians in positions of respon-
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sibility no longer remember the misery of the pre-war
period, that there are increasing numbers of politicians
for whom the war was not a tagic period in their lives
and who were not personally involved in the pioneer-
ing work done during the post-war period. They too
are children of their time, and there is a real danger
that the imperatives of European integration will not
weigh on their conscience as was the case with their
predecessors. The European Parliament must assume
the task not only of constantly reverting to the original
texts but also of repeatedly recalling the reasons for
integration. If these reasons are forgotten, our work
loses much of its meaning and we shall sink back into
the methods of classical diplomacy, with a few instru-
ments added, such as the Commission and Parliament.
But if sight is lost of the principal aims, these essential
organs will lose their' vocation and thus their raison
d'€tre.
I said I refuse to believe that creativity has died out in
Europe or that our generation does not have the cour-
age and insight to do what is vital for our countries
and therefore for Europe. I can consequently do no
more than urge you together to fight the economic
crisis and unemployment. I will emphasize once again
the need for the European Monetary System to be
strengthened, for Europe to be given a social face, for
the adoption of an energy policy and for greater polit-
ical cooperation. Achievements are always possible.
On Monday of this week the Council at last approved
the establishment of the European Foundadon. I hope
that this will result in greater rapprochemen among
our countries and peoples and that the feeling of
[ogetherness will grow in the Community. \Tithout
this feeling of togetherness we shall never have the
support we need from the grass roots, from the peo-
ple, if we are to perform our task satisfactorily. Not so
long ago, ladies and gentlemen, there were constant
references to the American challenge. At the moment
the Japanese challenge is under investigation in all the
Member States, but come what may, it is clear that the
supremacy of Europe in every area 
- 
cultural, scien-
tific, economic, financial 
- 
that characterized the
world for ten centuries is now a thing of the past. Evo-
lution is such that Europe must now gather all its
strength and energy if it is so continue to occupy a
proper place in the world. Some people have not yet
realized that this is so, but is there anything worse
than people who refuse to face facts?
The fact is that the real challenge Europe faces is not
primarily an economic one, but one of mentality. Are
we still capable of lucidly analysing the situation and
of acting on the conclusions we draw? In other words,
develop the mentality and find the will to do what
must be done in order to give an effective European
answer to the major challenges of our age?
I am prompted to ask this question by the 25th anni-
versary of the signing of the Treaty of Rome. ln 1957,
in far more difficult circumstances, a[ a time when
memories of a fearful war were still very much alive, at
a time when no one dared to predict whether peace
could be maintained, brave men and women brought
two new and extremly important European communi-
ties into being. I hope that now and in the years to
come enough politicians will be found to decide what
must be done to meet the needs of the present and the
future, that Parliament, the Commission and Council
will continue rc find their inspiration in the spirit of
1957 and that each in its place will perform ics tasks to
the full. That is the bounden duty of all those involved
in these institutions. \7hen our peoples realize that this
duty is being done, they will lend their support and
new achievements will give greater and better shape to
the European ideal. That was, after all, what the signa-
tories of the Treaty of Rome intended.
(Loud applause)
President. 
- 
I call the Commission.
Mr Thorn, President of the Commission. 
- 
(FR) Mr
President of the European Parliament, Mr President-
in-Office of the Council, ladies and gentlemen, as we
have just been reminded, there has been no shortage
of people over [he years 
- 
and this is one of the rare
and remarkable things in our history that never
changes 
- 
to say that a united Europe alone could
guarantee peace and prosperity.
From Dante to Sully, from Victor Hugo to Val6ry and
Aristide Briand, if you like, from Comenius to Kant
and Niezsche and Manzini and Saint-Simon. And
more. All of them, from Denmark to Catalonia and
from Bohemia to England, shared a lot of ideas and
concepts that are sdll surprisingly modern today. But
we sdll had to wait until the twentieth century for
these people to stop being poets and so on, for their
ideas to stop being pipe dreams or plans of visionaries
and become reality. And the horror of the last two
world wars has showed Europe the deadlock to which
fanatical nationalism leads and the steriliry ro which
internal division condemns it when new superpowers
and large-scale economic structures emerge. Ve must
remember, when we are being so impatient today, that
it took the will 
- 
as President Tindemans said just
nosr 
- 
and the lucidity of a group of men to change
the course of history.
And if war between our ten nations is out of the ques-
tion now 
- 
this is so obvious now that all of us, pani-
cularly the younger generations, think of it as quite
natural when in fact it is an extraordinary achievement
- 
it is thanks to those men. For the past 25 years, and
for the very first time in our history, no-one thinks of
fighting in Europe. Not much, perhaps, but for just
this we owe them our deepest gratitude.
(Applause)
'S7hat this handful of men did and said 25 years ago
was revolutionary and, above all, prophetic. Their plan
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brought the nations of Europe together. It turned a
sumultuous and war-torn history into a common des-
tiny. And, as far as we are concerned, it is the grand
design of the century. Cenainly, as we are all aware, it
did not emerge spontaneously from a popular uprising
as revolutions do. The founding fathers themselves
were pragmatic about it and concentrated on the
economy first of all, thinking that the snowball effect
would be automatic 
- 
which it has not been. They
planned for a series of steps forward which would
gradually establish practical solidarity and defacto and
de jure unity berween the member countries and their
peoples that would one day be irreversible.
Europe has always had im problems. Do not forget,
ladies and gentlemen, that back in the 1950s, the first
people to work for European integration came up
against virtually insurmountable barriers and had their
crises even then. Crises are nothing new. After the
splendid beginnings of our Coal and Steel Com-
munity, the failure of the Defence Community led, in
1954, to the failure of the political community and
barred the rapid way to political integration four years
after the ECSC. So implementation of the Treaties of
Rome became the second stage along the wide path to
European unity.
Perhaps this outline will help us understand why, now,
in spite of impressive progress over the past 20 years,
we have to admit that our achievements and our insti-
tutions are fragile and inadequate to cope with the
challenges that are greater today than they were yes-
terday and could well be greater tomorrow than they
are today.
I should have liked it to be otherwise and for congrat-
ulations to be called for. But, alas, the atmosphere of
the 25th anniversary of the Treaties of Rome is more
conducive to serious and lucid thought. Let us not
avoid the issue, ladies and gentlemen. It is the least we
can do. It is the least tribute we can make to the foun-
ders of Europe.
'S7hat Europe has achieved, as I said to this House two
months ago, seems to me to be seriously threatened by
nationalist and protectionist tendencies 
- 
which are
normal ar a time like rhis 
- 
and by the short-rerm
measures that are getting increasingly common in rhe
Member States as the economic crisis worsens, as
unemployment rises from 10 to 11 million and maybe
even 12 by the end of the year, as firms are closing
down and as public deficits are climbing further. The
crisis, logically, is likely to widen the gaps that already
exist. And to weaken the spirit of solidarity and inter-
nal cohesion. And this is what we have to fighr.
The idea of Europe seems to have lost ground in the
eyes of the public 
- 
which accuses it of being power-
less and sometimes useless when it comes to the crisis
and international tension. More basically even, we
should be wary about any waning of the European
commitment and of the political will to achieve the
construction of Europe.
'S7'e can get the measure of the phenomenon by look-
ing at the discrepanry between the targets fixed by the
Heads of State or Government for economic and
monetary union, European union if you like, and the
actual achievements of the past decade, the 1970s.
So you see, to an increasing extent I feel that there is a
direct link between the waning of the European idea
and the general use of the rule of unanimity in the
Council, which we have been seeing since 1970 and
which is counter to the spirit and the letter of our
Treaties. Once again I have to say tha[ this has not just
reduced the Communiq/s ability to take decisions. It
has also made the institutions more cumbersome. '$7'e
are all aware of this. Texts which are often a simple
matter of everyday management and of no special
imponance are systematically subjected to the rule of
unanimity and only adopted, if ever, after interminable
discussion. Unanimity has also, and above all 
- 
and
this is what I really wanted to say 
- 
perverted the
spirit of the Community and changed the behaviour of
the people involved in it by legalizing, if I may put it
that way, the refusal to compromise.
(Applause)
It has also allowed national interests and national
obstinacy to prevail over Community interests, thereby
rewarding negative attitudes.
(Appkase)
One of the best illustrations of the cumbersome way
the Community operates, to put it mildly, is cenainly,
ladies and gentlemen, something you are discussing
today 
- 
the mandate of lO May 1980. Eight monrhs
of talks, two European Councils, nor ro mention the
next one, five minisrerial sessions and mediatioh rwice
by the President of the Commission and then by the
Presidenm of the Council and the Commission. And
still no general agreement.
So, although it gets more urgenr every day to relaunch
the integration of Europe and develop new Com-
munity policies 
- 
which will finally enable us, nor jusr
the Community in the abstract but all rhe Member
States, to put up a more effective fight against unem-
ployment and take up the challenge of rhe 1980s 
-the governmenm and the Council are hesitating to
make the viml little sacrifices and putting off the deci-
sions that reflect their solidarity.
Of course, as Leo Tindemans said the day before yes-
terday:'A prospect, a hint of agreement has emerged
on the question of the budget, which is the essential
barrier to general agreement on the rhree pans of the
Commission proposal'. Today's extraordinary Council
meeting should, to his mind and ro mine, be the
occasion for the overall decision 
- 
and I say overall
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decision 
- 
on the mandate as we understand it. I fer-
vently hope that it will. Ladies and gentlemen, it
would be unacceptable for this meeting to lead to
more shilly-shallying and more delays. \7e shall get
the opportunity of alking about this tonight, but what
is wrong with appealing to all those people concerned,
and that means all, right now?
A superficial observer might see no similarity between
post-war Europe and Europe today. But, ladies and
Bentlemen, the fundamental reasons which made
European integration vital in the 1950s are still there
today and they are every bit as valid. I should even go
so far as to say that, in some areas, they are even more
valid than they were 30 years ago.
Is not a European approach vital in technology and
economic and social matters today? Is it not vital to
fulfil our people's legitimate hopes for greater will-
being? Is not European unity as necessary, perhaps
more necessary than before, to save our nations from
decline and slavery and to keep their collective
independence? Is not European unity as necessary,
more necessary than before to go beyond the diversity
of our cultures and safeguard our languages, our trad-
itions, a cenain European identity and personality and
keep originality? I make no bones about the fact, Mr
President, that the great challenges facing the nations
of Europe will have to be taken up, at home and
abroad, if we are to be on a firm footing in the
twenty-first century, and that they mean more, not
less Europe. They mean greater European integration.
Take it or leave it 
- 
it is our only chancel
If our performance in technology and industry is, let
us be honest about this, far behind that of the Ameri-
cans and the Japanese 
- 
and President Tindemans
mentioned this just now 
- 
we sdll do not have
enough influence in the world today 
- 
and who
could deny it? 
- 
and if our awareness of our common
destiny is still too small, it is because there is not
enough Europe, because we fail to capitalize on Euro-
pean assets.
(Applause)
It is also, I have to say, as you mentioned last night,
because, all rco ofrcn, Europe means a bureaucratic
structure far removed from the people. The time has
come for our Community to make funher progress in
this period of crisis, to leap forward and cross a new
fronrier. This is the only thing that will prevent it from
splitting up under the staggering weight of crisis and
tension.
This may come as a surprise, but I think that here, as
in many places, the best defence is attack. Ve, you,
the political leaders, have to overcome disagreement
and failure. Ve must not allow ourselves to be
resigned and skeptical. Now is not the time for that.
Far from it. \flhatever our job, Commissioner or Min-.
ister, we must convey to the people of Europe our
conviction that the only way to avoid decline is econo-
mic and political integration.
(Applause)
And if the people of Europe were deeply aware of this,
if they were convinced of it, we would have the basic
condition for a successful relaunch, for the political
will which was behind the construction of Europe and
on which permanency depends, would flourish once
more. Anything would be possible. And everphing is
still possible.
To start with, we have to restore the EEC's decision-
making powers by going back to the Treaty and stick-
ing to the basic principles. '!7'e have to complete the
internal market that is more vital now than it ever was.
!7e have to launch new Community policies. And we
have to overhaul the monetary system. All this is
essential if we are to win the battle of investments and
the battle of growth and employment, which has to be
our priority number one. Secondly, the development
of European union and the political personality of
Europe is out of the question 
- 
and I am quite serious
about this 
- 
unless the role of the European Parlia-
ment is reformed before the next elections. And why
not, Mr President 
- 
and I am grateful to you for hav-
ing brought this idea up again 
- 
at another Messina
meeting 25 years on?
This, ladies and gentlemen, is what we should all be
building over the next tw'o years if we are to preserve
and strengthen the heritage of the founders of the
European Community. And if we are to show we are
worthy of the task and can live up to their memory.
(Loud applause)
(Tbe sitting uas adjoumed at 1.20 p. m. and resumed at
3.15 p. n.)
IN THE CFIAIR: MR LALOR
Vice-President
3. Fixing of agricuhural prices (continuation)
President. 
- 
The next item is the continuadon of the
debate on the agricultural prices.
I call Mr Clinton.
Mr Clinton. 
- 
Mr President, may I remind you that
in my group one speaker has had to leave and that that
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that gives us an exrra five minutes. I am doing this for
obvious reasons, because I dislike the sound of the
gavel so early after lunch.
I am sorry that our colleague, Mrs Castle, is not here
because I think all of you will agree with me that we
had comedy of an unusual kind just before lunch when
she wept openly in Parliament about what she des-
cribed as the 'mutilation of the Curry report'. And
later on she went on to attack Mr Curry for nor walk-
ing out when the Committee on Agriculture carried
out the normal amending process that takes place
when a report is before a committee.
Not that I have to defend Mr Curry. I think that he is
to be commended for standing his ground and cor-
rectly and graciously accepting the amendments put
forward in the Committee on Agriculture and for the
way in which he faithfully presented the result of the
work of the Committee on Agriculture here in this
House.
I want to say that it is simply nonsense for us to go on
talking about common prices when we continue to
ignore the many variables that exist between the var-
ious Member States 
- 
variables that result in vast dif-
ferences in the actual prices received. I am referring,
of course, to the enormous differences in inflation
rates, bank interest rates, national aids, input costs, the
size of the home market, the percentages of output
which have to be exported and, in the case of peri-
pheral countries, distance from the marker and, fin-
ally, differences in monetary compensatory amounts
and differences in the products produced.
If we are to have fair play and anything like equality
of reward with equal opportunities to compete, the
Commission will have to put forward proposals that
are designed to overcome these vast disparities.
So far, the Commission has failed ro do rhis. I know ir
is not an easy job, but it must be attempted and rhere
must be a very serious attempt made ro ry and deal
with these disparities. Admittedly, there have been
some special aid measures, but these measures so far
have in no way compensated for the disadvanrages
suffered in cenain regions.
As a result of the policies followed in the pasr three
years, farmers' incomes have dropped considerably in
almost every country and have dropped drastically in
some Member States.
In Ireland, the counrry I have the honour ro represent,
incomes are now 50% below the 1978 level and the
volume of production dropped lasr year by 31/20/0,
indicating the shortage of money to pay for the neces-
sary inputs and, of course, an overall loss of confi-
dence generally.
Ve have had also the enormous problem of very high
bank interest rates and loan repayments, which have
bankrupted many of our farmers who, incidentally,
were previously doing reasonably well.
.W'e 
are a livestock-producing country and stock num-
bers are greatly reduced by compulsory selling to pay
debrc. I am explaining this situation deliberately so
that it will be understood that no normal price increase
alone will solve our problems. There must be addi-
tional measures in our case that would provide income
in the coming year because the flight from the land has
already resumed. This will cost the Community much
more money than if farmers were unable to get suffi-
cient income from their land. The price of 140/o pro-
posed in the rapponeur's report represents, for me at
least, the lowest possible compromise that I could pos-
sibly agree to. Inflation in Ireland, I am sorry to say, is
more than half as much again.
For several good reasons I am totally opposed to res-
trictions on production. The first effon consisred in
quotas 
- 
when this did not work, we used a new
designation, quantums, and now rhar this is rejected
we have production targe6. Up to the present time
targets have been considered desirable as a means of
increasing production but in agriculture targets are
used for the opposite effect. Levies have also been
introduced even on the essential needs of the Com-
munity, as in the case of rhe 20/o lery on the A-quota
sugar. All these things are being done at a time when
half the population of the world is starving, when
world prices are on a upward swing and when produc-
tion has dropped substantially in some areas outside
the Community.
\7e have been reminded this morning by a responsible
member of the Committee on Budgets that the Euro-
pean lorry carrying the agricultural policy has been
overloaded with ACP sugar, not to menrion New Zea-
land butter and the mountains of grain substitutes. '!7'e
were also reminded by the same responsible member
that the other policies that Europe is anxiously waiting
for cannot be provided by robbing rhe agriculrural
budget, that rhe ceiling of 10lo musr be lifted if Europe
is to progress. Every year we are assured by the Com-
mission that their price proposals will ar worsr main-
lain incomes, at best give a reasonable increase. Ve
have also been warned that any increase beyond rheirs
would have disastrous effeos on the budget erc. Bur
farmers' incomes have declined in each of the last
three years and substantial savings have been achieved.
This is a contradiction of whar the Commission have
been consistently telling us. Farmers mus[ be given
price increases which will enable them ro get a living
from their land 
- 
otherwise rhey will have ro leave,
and in this way cause much greater problems and
exPense.
I want to make a shon reference ro whar Commis-
sioner Dalsager had to say in the course of his contri-
burion to this debate. One of the things he expressed
serious concern about was the facr that rhis Parliament
was now reversing some of the decisions it had earlier
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made. I ask him; when policies and decisions that were
made in this Parliament do not work, what alternative
is there? 
- 
only to take a different direction? And
Parliament has bravely done that because it have seen
the drastic drop that has occured in farmer's incomes
all over Europe, with the exception of one country 
-Holland. And the Ministers know that.
I was recently in Denmark and I think Commissioner
Dalsager should go back home and hear what the
farmers there have to say about their plight 
- 
they are
very anxiously waiting to see Mr Dalsager come back
home. That is what they told me, and the dreadful tid-
ings that I got about bankruptcy in Danish agriculture
were unbelievable to me. I would like Mr Dalsager,
who has been an old friend of mine, to reflect on these
things and change his oudook and not be so con-
cerned about the budget. He can depend strongly on
Mr Tugendhat to look after the budget.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Martin.
Mr Martin. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, firmness has paid
off. The United Kingdom has finally stopped objecting
to the exceptional distillation of more than six million
hectolitres of wine. But not without obtaining guaran-
tees for BP chemicals, the biggest European producer
of synthetic alcohol. This Europe of ours really is
doing something for the businessmen. But there is still
a danger of the price of distillation not being atractive
enough to ralionalize the market properly.
In any case, this measure is only provisional salvation
and it will not solve the basic problems of the wine
trade. Next 'S7ednesday, 31 March, wine growers
from southern France will be having their own cele-
bration of the 25th anniversary of the Treaty of Rome.
They will be demonstrating in Montpellier at the
request of all the wine growers' organizations, the
unions and the cooperatives, showing how angry and
how exasperated they are. The European Court of
Justice's recent decision to order France to release the
Italian wine it had been holding at the frontier was a
slap in the face for all the wine growers in my region.
They do not usually turn the other cheek and they do
not intend to this time. So they will realiate with act-
ion.
Yet they are not asking for the moon. All they want is
to get a proper living from the job they have chosen to
do in the area they love. They are not refusing Italian
wine impons on principle.
And they are willing to respect free movement, prov-
ided price unity and fair competition are also res-
pected. How can people agree to and support such a
difference in price in Italy and France? In January
1981, the official statistics put the difference for Rl
wines at 340/0. And both the Italian and the French
wine growers lose out.
This intolerable situation musr come ro an end. The
regulations must be applied in an idendcal manner
throughout the Member States so as to put a stop to
artificial distonion and competition. The Council has
to stop opposing application of minimum prices in
rade within the Community as provided for in
Article 15 of the regulation. And as to prices, we are
glad that the Committee on Agriculture threw out the
European Commission's ludicrous proposals and
asked for a bigger-than -average increase for wine 
-which, as far as we are concerned, means more than
160/o.Ve have to have this to make up for the rise in
production costs, which was 18-200/o in 1981. But
these prices can only be maintained and felt at produc-
tion level if the Communiry reguladons are improved.
Ve shall have the opportunity of talking about this at
a later debate.
The wine growers are akeady in a dramatic situation
and enlargement will only make matters worse. '$7hat
will happen to them when Spain comes in with its red
wine prices that were 80-85% of Community prices in
1980 and white wine prices at 650lo? Before I finish
what I have to say, I should like to thank Messrs Gau-
tier and \Tettig for showing us, during the debate on
citrus fruit, 
.just what the prevalent conception of
enlargement, all too often masked by fine statements
of intention, in this House really is. Not only has it
refused to improve on the guarantees for Mediterra-
nean products, but it has invited the Commission to
prepare to reorganize production and marketing in the
light of the interests of the applicant countries and
third countries. Briefly then, as Mr Gautier in parti-
cular said, the producers in the south of France can
give up! A wine Brower forewarned is worth two wine
growers who are not, and we are going to warn them
to step up their campaign against enlargement and to
get improvements and better protection for their
lncome.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gautier.
Mr Gautier. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I am pleased that
our activities regarding citrus fruit at the last part-
session have caused such a lively response. But I
should like to point out to Mr Martin that in the ori-
ginal version of paragraph 8 of the resolution we did
once again confirm our intention of proposing a com-
prehensive structural plan specifically for agriculture
in the Mediterranean area based on marketing struc-
t.ures, regional resources and so on. The way we voted
and the amendments we tabled showed that we did
not consider intervention enough on its own. \fle feel
the French Communists might be a little more imagi-
native rn their ideas for ackling the problems in this
sector.
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But now to the subject itself, the Curry report, on
which I wish to speak on behalf of the Socialist Group
The Committee on Agriculture has quite magnificently
voted the co-responsibility levy on milk out of the
Commission's proposals. '!fle agree with this in princi-
ple, but the Committee on Agriculture has forgotten
to collect an irresponsibility levy from many of its
members. 'We consider it irresponsible to brush aside
all attempts at reform and at the same time to recom-
mend a 140/o price increase to Parliament.
This basis of responsibility also affects the credibility
of our Parliament. I would remind you that lasr June,
after lengthy preparations and intensive discussions,
we adoprcd the Plumb report on the reform of the
agricultural policy. At that time we said, for example,
that we agreed to cenain quantitative restrictions. As
regards oils and fats, we worked out certain positions
on third countries and dury-free import quotas, which
the Committee on Agriculture is now questioning,
thus jeopardizing Parliament's credibility in the eyes
of the public.
Ve regard this as irresponsible. In my view, the Com-
mittee on Agriculture has a dury to converu general
guidelines adopted by Parliament into specific and
practicable decisions, for instance quanritative restric-
tions that are most likely to succeed. But the Com-
mittee on Agriculture has not done this. Ve therefore
rate the Commission's effons to begin a number of
reforms through its farm price proposals for 1982/83
all the higher.
'S7e do no[ agree with everything, bur we believe it is
right to begin by saying: we are pursuing a more cau-
tious price policy and limiting quantities in some way
and providing additional money to help farmers who
really need it.
The Commission has not, however, tackled the basic
question of whether w'e can really go on with the pres-
ent price policy as before.
In reply to a question put by my colleague Mr von der
Vring on the subsidization of farmers in the various
Member States, the Commission has provided the fol-
lowing figures: net value added in the Netherlands is
around DM 35 000. The subsidy, related ro rhis net
value added, is some DM 15 900 from the EAGGF,
meaning that the ratio of Communiry subsidy to net
value added in the Netherlands is 43.80/o.If we look
at the same figures in the case of Italy, for example,
we find the subsidy rate is precisely 110/0.
This shows that there is method in rhe European agri-
cultural policy. This method consists in automarically
redistributing from the poor r.o the rich. !7'e Socialists
cannot go on endorsing this much longer. Ve shall
not therefore be voting for any amendments which call
for a linear price policy 
- 
we have heard figures such
as 140/0, 160/o and 30% this morning 
- 
because thar
would only result in many farmers in rhe Netherlands,
Belgium, Denmark and Germany profiting, while
many other farmers who really need help go without.
'$7e therefore believe that EAGGF resources would be
more sensibly used if we kept the price increase down
and insread made direct compensatory payments to
the farmers in need. The argument against this is that
it is social policy and.the farmers do not want it. That
is wrong, in my opinion, because we already have all
of these things. Ve pay subsidies per hectare of durum
wheat and subsidies for hops and many other prod-
ucts. For example, direct subsidies are paid under the
hill-farming directive, and I fail to see why we should
not extend this system, using resources we can save on
the farm price increase
I should now like to refer to a number of specific
issues. \7e are agait having the usual discussion about
taxes on oils and fats. The Committee on Agriculture
simply cannot help including the subject every time it
tables a motion for a resolution, regardless of what it
is about. Somewhere you will always find rhe words:
'. . . and we also feel that we must levy a tax on oils
and fats' 
- 
just as long ago: '. .. and I also feel that
'we must destroy Canhage.' !7'e are getting rather tired
of having to discuss this matrer almost every week. Ve
should look at the oil and fat market from a differenr
angle for a change and ask ourselves if we really have
just the one concept: we simply have to collect more
money so that we can go on subsidizing the surpluses.
I personally think that shows a lack of imagination,
and we have other ideas on the subjecu But for rhis we
shall require more data from the Commission, Mr
Dalsager, and we believe it is high time the Commis-
sion gave us some basic information on the olive oil
market, for example. I feel we cannot go on working
with vague figures like 200 000 to 300 000 ronnes of
olive oil and still nor have access ro the appropriare
information.
As regards substitute produc6, we basically agree with
the line proposed by the Commission, that we should
try to negotiate with the supplying counrries con-
cerned an arrangement limiting imports of corn gluten
feed or even manioc. 'S7e also endorse the effons to be
made in the next few years to bring our cereals prices
into line with those of our main comperircrs. \7e real-
ize this cannot be done overnighr. Even the Commis-
sion estimates it will take 10 years. This may be a real-
istic approach, but I feel ir musr also be a prospecr for
European agriculture. Some things must nor therefore
be changed overnight.
The Commission's price proposals also contain a num-
ber of jokes. For example, rhe Commission continues
to have a market organization for casror seed. The
normal citizen, not being a grower of castor seed, will
think it strange that there should be a market organ-
ization solely for somerhing of which, as the Commis-
sion itself says, only about 10 hectares were grown in
1981 
- 
that is equivalenr to half a farm 
- 
and not
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only that: some Minister will probably make this the
subject of a veto in the Council if it decides on 720/o or
only 8% rather than 90/o.l feel that the Commission
should confine the policy on market organization to
the essential products and not have a policy for a sin-
gle farm.
Our Parliament must constantly remind itself that the
agricultural policy involves many other economic
policy measures. Several speakers have aheady
referred this morning to the problems connected with
the monetary compensatory amounts. 'We are in a situ-
ation in which the economic policies of the Member
States are too divergent. Let us look at the data on
farming: the sharp decline in incomes on all kinds of
farms can very largely be attributed to the general
economic policy. Although the returns on farm prod-
ucts improved last year, costs have rocketed, especially
the cost of the interest farmers have to pay on their
capital investments and the cost of energy and many
other factors.
Parliament and the Commission should use their influ-
ence to improve the cost situation for farmers. If we
relieve the pressure of costs whith a wide range of pro-
grammes, we must refrain from a disproportionately
high price increase, for which the consumer will ulti-
marcly have to pay in some form, because we have to
pay higher export refunds, and which in the long run
does not benefit the farmer in this form either.
Seen in this light, we believe agricultural policy also
has something to do with general economic poliry,
and I hope this will become clear this evening during
the debate on the mandate. However, we can forget
the debate on the mandate this evening if Parliament is
going to decide on a 140/o price increase tomorrow
without some kind of reform.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Papapietro.
Mr Papapietro. 
- 
(17) Mr President, colleagues, this
discussion of the agricultural prices, like that in the
committee, shows a widespread awareness that this is a
time of crisis both for the CAP and Community policy
in general.
In addition to the problems which normally accom-
pany this difficult decision, we now have those
referred to by many other speakers including, this
morning, Mrs Barbarella: the monetary developments,
the divergent reactions of the Member States to these
problems and the split in Community solidarity.
This wind of crisis has highlighted one fact of Com-
munity poliry 
- 
which I wish to dwell on for a
moment 
- 
namely, the widening of the regional dis-
parities. This matter is closely related to agricultural
pflces.
Ve Italian Communists have always felt that price
policy should be discussed and defined in close con-
junction with structural policy so that the entire agri-
cultural policy would be integrated with other Com-
munity policies. This debate and the concern it has
shown, confirm that we were right. Indeed, the widen-
ing disparities and the conflict within the Communiry
are the result of both failure to adjust some of its rules
and unequal application of these rules. Price policy
and structural policy have been implemented separ-
ately, to the detriment of the less prosperous regions,
including the one which most concerns me at this
moment: the Mediterranean region.
The Community was formed 
- 
and it is well rc
remember this now on the occasion of the 25th anni-
versary 
- 
m bridge an historical gap between nonh-
ern and southern Europe, which covers the entire
modern age. Is it reasonable to suppose that we can
mckle and resolve this matter by simply attempting to
achieve budgetary compatibiliry and confining the
problem of agricultural prices to monetary measures
or mere efforts to achieve financial balance or, as the
Commission has done 
- 
and to its credit 
- 
by calling
on the Member States to adopt joint measures to com-
bat inflation and remove the differences in the infla-
tion rates? The matter is far more complex than that.
It is essential to adopt a different line of action which,
first and foremost, would systematically link price
policy with structural policy so that through a policy
of cost reduction, agriculture could play an active part.
in combaring infladon. It is also essential to integrate
the common agricultural policy with other Com-
munity policies at regional level, which is the only way
possible. This means drawing inspiration from the
south without, however adding Mediterranean philos-
ophy to northern European philosophy in order to
complete the latter. This 'inspiration' must be based on
the objective of restoring balance and on a new
method.
It is along these lines shat we are tackling the problem
of Mediterranean products which, because of their
particular regional features, call not only for special
sectoral measures but a different method of action
designed to harmonize all the production factors and
agricultural sectors within the specific region so that
they complement each other. For the Mediterranean
region, this means taking enlargement of the Com-
munity into account. Ve consider, therefore, that a
price strategy designed to obtain a fair reassessment of
Mediterranean produc6, and medium and long-term
structural measures in the Mediterranean region,
based on a new criterion for Community action 
- 
a
regional policy in the true sense 
- 
are both essential
to launch a balanced development process which can-
not, as experience has shown, be pursued in any other
way.
'$7e have therefore tabled a key amendment requesting
the immediate launching of the medium-term pro-
grammes proposed by the Commission in the report
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on the mandate of 30 May as a first step in this new
kind of action. Ve have thus considered the entire
problem of the agricultural prices in the context of this
essential perspective of a new Community method of
action.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Jtirgens.
Mr Jiirgens. 
- 
(DE) Yesterday's and today's debare
has shown that opinions on the extent of the price
increase and on the nature and extent of the back-up
measures differ not only in the various groups bur
also, I believe, in the various Member States.
\7hat is certain is that the farmers of Europe are in a
poor situation where their incomes are concerned. But
I do not even [hink we can talk about rich and poor:
we have to say that the situation is poor at different
levels. Price increases are only one means of influenc-
ing this trend. It is not all thar imponanr how high the
price increase is when we look at the overall situation
in agriculture. !7hat is important is that we succeed in
eliminating the differences. This will be difficult, but I
consider it essential.
The structural policy should be used in the various
regions to bring incomes into line. But this has become
increasingly difficult. The structural policy cannot
create jobs ouside agriculture. The closure of small
farms under this poliry will therefore result in more
unemployment as long as the regional policy is unable
to improve conditions. This musr be made panicularly
clear during this debate, because the regional poliry
must create appropriate conditions, and we must rake
action in this respect.
Mr Gautier has said we must also reson to direcr sub-
sidies. The hill-farming programme should, of course,
be extended to included many orher areas so that small
farms adversely affected not only by nature but also, in
some cases, by policy can be helped with subsidies.
In principle, however, I believe that direcr subsidies
should be granted only where necessary and market
forces should be given a free rein whenever possible.
Ve must take account of other factors thar affect agri-
cultural prices, such as the high level of interest rates.
As regards substitute products, sre mus[ make a joint
effort to gain more influence. Alrhough we repeatedly
try to make proposals, the Council very often decides
by a majority on something quite different.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Thareau.
Mr Thareau. 
- 
(FR) Mr Presidenr, we are all well
aware of the problem of reaching agreemenr on farm
prices in the Community when so many facrors vary
from one country to another. But we cannot, never-
theless, agree with the Commission when it defends an
average increase of 9o/0.
Refusing the objective method and nor proposing any
amendments is unacceptable. The monetary situations
are so different that it is unthinkable to talk abour a
single price. Total suppression of the monetary com-
pensatory amounts will improve things, but it will not
stop the Commission having to monitor trends in each
country. Ve all know that using the Guaranree Sec-
tion of the EAGGF makes for inequality between
produc6, regions and farmers. You only need to look
at the Commission document shoq/ing the allocations
by country and per hectare of agricultural land.
Ve have to find European financial solutions that will
make for fairness without resorting to assistance mea-
sures. For the farmers want [o live off selling their
produce, not off cheques that come in at the end of
the year. Those are only last resorts, a form of assist-
ance. They want the recognition other workers ger for
their income and for the hours they work. Numbers
have to be maintained. Every job lost in agriculture
means an extra person on rhe dole queue. And we
have to stop the exodus from farming if our stories
about rural development are ro be credible.
The consumers know full well that production has ro
be good-quality and large-scale if supplies are to be
available at reasonable prices. And they should also
know that only 10-30% of what they spend on food
gets in to the farmer's pocket.
\Vhy should the farmers be more effected than the rest
by inflarion, panicularly for eight years on the rror as
they have been in France? !7ill market managemenr
suddenly become negative too when the budget sur-
plus for 1981 is 1700000000 ECU? Yet a lot more
saving is possible as more than a quarrer of EAGGF
expenditure can be put down to derogation from
Community preference, as in the case of vegetable oils
and fats, beef and veal, grain substitures and so on.
These irregular impons, to which duty obviously has
to be added, are an additional burden on rhe market
and they reduce the earnings of the producers.
But here we should be dealing with a political prob-
lem, a decisive one for the future and thar is the
weight of Europe on rhe world market. So do we want
to see America's imponance ger bigger every year
compared to all the orher countries of rhe world, wirh
its products and its multinationals? That is called using
food as arms. It is as unacceprable for world balance asit is for the future of Europe or for the farmers'
incomes. How is it possible for the Commission to
propose reducing support, supporr for European
prices, with an overall percenrage of production that is
beyond the projecred quanriries? If the Socialisr farm-
ers are attached ro the quantum principle, rhey should
not be making excuses ior it leads ro'a kind'of Mal-
thusianism. Third countries will go on growing with
tacit agreement from the Community. And wirhin this
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Community, some farmers will over-develop their
production and their income while those who mark
time or only develop slighdy will be subject to drops in
the price of overall support in the same way as [hose
responsible for the surpluses. A fine sort of solidarity
this isl Any idea of quantums of differentiation can
only be applied to farms. Otherwise they will only
amount to greater selectivity.
It is a matter of urgency to do away with the contra-
dictions in the agricultural policy. The common agri-
cultural policy was though out when there were only
six Member States, it has been applied to nine or ten
and now we are talking about twelve. And all this
time, monetary and industrial crises have shaken each
country, emphasizing the differences between them. If
we want the common agricultural policy to survive,
then we have to bring it up to date on proper founda-
tions that take the Mediterranean products into
account. Then, objectively, we can produce studies.
Meanwhile, the farmers are expressing their impati-
ence and considerably higher prices are the only thing
that will bring back serenity and confidence. This is
why the French Socialists suggested 76.30/o in the
Committee on Agriculture, because this figure, arrived
at by the objective method, would enable us to dis-
mantle the positive monetary compensatory amounts.
And it would also make it possible to introduce sub-
stantial recovery over and above an individual level of
production.
The aim of all this is to channel funds into the EAGGF
budget, to reduce inequality and to keep number of
farmers up by bringing in young people. So the French
Socialists will vote for the amendments that will do
this and they hope that the majority of the Members
will do so too. At all events, we all have to see the
Committee on Agriculture's 140/o proposals as a mini-
mum below which the desire would be to bring down
the common agricultural policy.
I have just shown that the budget is only one factor, as
we can cut expenditure and we can provide more
funds and I should now like to remind you that what is
at stake in this price fixing is something much more
political. It would be unthinkable to want to bring
down the common agricultural policy and put other
policies in its place when the first policy we have no
longer meets the needs of the majority of the people
whose situation depends on it. On the contrary, bring-
ing the common agricultural policy up to date, making
a success of it and rekindling the confidence of the
workers concerned by it, is paving the way for other
policies.
President. 
- 
I call Mr d'Ormesson.
Mr d'Ormesson. 
- 
(fR) This Parliament cenainly
has its contradictions. On 18 February, I was most
upset to see my draft resolution calling for a preven-
tive distillation measure as from 22February beaten by
French members of the Socialist Party and the Com-
munist Pany here in this Parliament.
The disorder in rhe agricultural world is only a reflec-
don of the uncenainry of the Council of European
Ministers.
And it is fair to say that the effon the farmers have put
into productivity over the past 30 years have raised the
standard of living of the people in the towns. In 1949,
food accounted f.or 420/o of household consumption in
France, but the figure dropped to 330/o in 1966 and it
is only 220/o od,ay. And if the fruit of this productivity
is behind the improved standard of living of the people
in a Community where, let us not forget, GNP is
higher than it is in the USA, than fair returns are
called for, which is to say high enough prices for farm
produce. It is obvious that they are no longer high
enough! I am pleased here to stress the first-class work
David Curry did to bring out production costs in his
rePort.
So it is essential to raise farm prices by 16.30/0, as an
effective calculation of the cost and the overdue
increases prove. You may well say that an increase of
this size is a factor of inflation. '!7'hose fault is that?
The farmers'? Cenainly not. Inflation is the farmers'
biggest enemy as, in most cases, their production is
spread over a full year. The government's? Yes, if they
lose their hold and try to use inflation to relaunch the
economy.
I rhink that the debate on farm prices this year makes
quite clear that we have to beyond national egoism
and monetary symbols and define a strategy based on
the ECU, the herald of a real European currency. The
common market was created to let people, capital and
goods move about freely. The development of science
and technology which leads to great movement. in the
life of society 
- 
for life is movement after all 
- 
and
the threats to Europe and to peace must now lead the
Community to create a common currency whose
strength will be the discipline which guarantees ir
value and its power and the development of its agricul-
ture, irs trade and its industry. A common monetary
policy will lead to attention being given to the means
of guaranteeing peace and freedom. Then, and only
then, will our generation have accomplished its mis-
sion!
President. 
- 
I call Mr Rossi.
Mr Rossi. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, as my time is so
shon, I shall only make one or two brief remarks.
First, I should like rc give my wholeheaned support to
the Committee on Agriculture for inviting the Council
not to tie farm prices rc the British contribution to the
budget. Objective data are involved at the stan of the
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agricultural year and things cannot be held up for pol-
itical considerations. Our British friends still have nor
worked out how to postpone the seasons.
Next, I shall emphasize, most strongly, that as the
farmers' income has dropped, an averaBe price
increase of 76.30/o is amply justified. This increase
alone will enable us to do away with the monetary
compensatory amounts which, as you all know, are
behind serious barriers to trade within the Com-
munity. And I personally shall vote against any
amendments involving anything less.
!7hat the farmers want is fair pay for their produce so
they can cover the rising costs of production. And it is
not quantums or land offices or product boards that
will give it to them.
I should also like to say, Mr President, rhai it is quite
unrealistic to try to bring the Community grain price
into line with world prices as the European Commis-
sion suggests. We are all aware that the world price is
a totally anifical one. And we also have ro solve rhe
difficult problem of impons of the subssitute products
arriving in the big nonhern ports practically without
taxation. These producw, which are used in cattle
feed, are dangerous competition for our forage crops
which are finding fewer and fewer takers on the Com-
munity market and have to be exported 
- 
which is an
extra burden on the EAGGF.
Mr President, I shall have finished once I have
reminded the House that, under pressure from the
European Parliament, a big effort has been made to
get be[ter management. and better control of the mar-
kets. Milk stocks were considerably lower at the end
of 1981 than at the end of tggO. But let there be no
mistake about this, the EAGGF Guarantee Section of
the budget cannot go on being reduced forever as it is
only a reflection of the implementation of agreements
and regulations and, ultimately, expenditure that the
national budgets fail to cover.
So do I need to emphasize yet again thar the develop-
ment of new policies does not mean cutring rhe
amounts channelled into the CAP and that ir is much
more a question of increasing Community resources
and the political will that our countries lack?
President. 
- 
I call Mr Vernimmen.
Mr Verni--en. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, every year at
this special pan-session we hear a variety of views on
the agricultural poliry and farm prices, seen from dif-
ferent angles depending on the speaker: the budget,
farm incomes and consumer interests, which usually
conflict. But the fact remains rhat for years farm
incomes have remained constant or have in fact fallen.
There is no clenying that these incomes cannor be kept
up to scratch simply by increasing prices. But proceed-
ing from the assumption that price increases alone
rock the Communiry budget is no proof of objectivity
either. It is surely clear by now that, if a start is not
made on rhe selective and well-considered reduction
of overproduction in some areas, the budgetary prob-
lem may never be solved. There is evidently no sound
planning on the subject yet, although I must add that
the Commission has made a very serious effort to do
something about the surpluses in recent years. In the
absence of an immediate plan, I personally agree with
my French colleagues, who righdy believe, in my opi-
nion, that the objective method is the best solution for
the dme being.
Mr President, I should like to draw attention ro a
problem situarcd somewhere on the side-lines of the
agricultural poliry, the problem of starch and the
starch industry. The Commission has been promising
to put forward proposals for a new arrangement for
starch for over two years, but it has not yet done so,
although it may have its reasons. In the meantime,
however, the position of the European starch industry
in the various sectors has been dercriorating. Maize,
potatoes, wheat and rice are all affecred. There is a
danger that an important new developmenr in the
biochemical and bioiechnological fields will be wasted
because the starch indusry is reluctant to invest 
-rightly so, I feel 
- 
owing to uncertainty about rhe
trend in the prices of its raw materials. The problems
faced by the starch industry are chiefly caused by the
fact that European prices have to be paid for raw
materials, whereas many of the processed products of
the industry have to be sold ar world market prices,
which are about half the prices in Europe. Funher-
more, the balance between the various sectors of the
starch industry is being seriously upset by effons to
find a soludon to what I would call panial problems,
which is disrupting the situation as a whole. It is for
the Commission to establish a sysrem which creates
equal 
- 
I repeat, equal 
- 
conditions of competition
for imported and European starch producrs and
by-products and for the various secrors of the starch
indusry in the European Community. Only rhen will
the consumer be able to base his selection of a raw
material entirely on economic considerarions. It is
extremely gratifying to see the major advances being
made in cenain industries 
- 
panicularly the maize
industry 
- 
in the processing of wheat and other prod-
ucts.
The system the Commission must establish might, in
my view, include the following eltsments: abolition of
production refunds and certain balance premiums in
the potato starch secror; imposition of genuine agri-
cultural levies on all raw materials imported for the
starch industry; making available ro rhe srarch industry
cenificates for the import of maize free of levies on
the proponion of rhe final product which competes
with synthedc products. A system of this nature would
produce a saving for the EAGGF of some 145 m ECU.I would emphasize, however, that the reduced
expenditure would be partly offset by reduced revenue
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from levies on maize, but there would still be a saving.
This system would also provide a solution to the prob-
lem of b'g-products, about which so much is said here,
for example, corn gluten feed. At present, the maize
starch industry is competing with imponed by-prod-
ucts, which are not subject to levies and are also, for
the most part, protected by GATT. The Commission's
efforts to introduce impon restrictions under bilateral
agreements have, I feel, been unsuccessful in practice.
And this system would also put an end to the uncer-
tainty with which the starch industry has had to live
since 197 4 and which obstructs investment and
research in the long term and the development of a
technologically very advanced industry that is also
closely connected with agriculture where employment
is concerned.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Helms.
Mr Hehns. 
- 
(DE) In the combination of the debate
on farm prices and the declarations of the President-
in-Office of the Council, Mr Tindemans, the Presi-
dent of the Commission, Mr Thorn, and the President
of our Parliament. on the 25th anniversary of the Com-
munity I believe I can see a good omen for this debate
- 
despite the many critical factors, despite the stagna-
don of the Community in many areas, despirc the
Council's blockade. At this time in particular we
should be aware of the gravity of the situation and our
responsilbility during this debarc on farm prices.
I am panicularly grateful , to the Presidents of the
Council and Commission for their statements of prin-
ciple. I am sure that a satisfactory course can be
adoprcd for the future of Europe and that the Euro-
pean Parliament will do its dury in this respect. The
chief danger to the Community is the absence of deci-
sions and agreement in the Council and of a satisfac-
rcry linh between national positions and the require-
ments revealed by the mandate. Questioning every-
thing in this way, for example, the Community's
system of contributions and finances in the case of the
Unircd Kingdom so that it may have a lever when it
comes to other decisions required by law, is unaccept-
able and undermines the Community's credibility,
ability to take action and usefulness. The words the
Presidents used to emphasize this this morning were
very apt, and I am very grateful to them for this.
I welcome the assurance given by the President-in-
Office of the Council of Agricultural Ministers, Mr
De Keersmaeker, that the farm prices will be adopted
on 1 April as planned, and it is essential they are
adopted on that date, and I agree with his general
comments on the agricultural policy, the specific prob-
lems connected with the budget and the importance of
agricultrrre in the Community.
But I would remind you, Mr De Keersmaeker, that in
recent months the Council has also taken majority
decisions on various questions. I see in this a small ray
of hope. Parliament and my group wish to encouraBe
you to think about the possibility of a majority deci-
sion on this important matter if agreement cannot oth-
erwise be reached, because the requirements of the
mandate and of the next enlargement of the Com-
munity appear to be so difficult that a majoriry deci-
sion on this decision must be considered and taken.
There have been examples of Member States finally
abandoning their position. The Federal Republic of
Germany, for instance, has had to back down on var-
ious issues. And the representatives of other Member
States should be able to do the same, stubborn though
they may be. At all events, it is imperative that this
decision on farm prices be taken on I April, otherwise
the citizens and in this case the farmers of Europe will
suffer. You have the full support of Parliament and my
group in this respect.
The rapponeur, Mr Curry, who is unfonunately not
here at the moment, said in his remarkable presenta-
tion of the resolution tabled by the Committee on
Agriculture on agricultural prices in 1982/83, if I
understood him correctly, that he had been instructed
to present the repon so that he could be buried here in
the Chamber. I believe this to be a unique occurrence.
I hope I understood what he said personally and the
ranslation. This is simply not so. After detailed discus-
sions with the Commission, with Mr Dalsager, who
spent many hours with us, and with Mr Curry himself,
the Committee on Agriculture considered this ques-
tion at numerous lengthy meetings and adoprcd this
resolution. The rapponeur may not agree with it, but
the committee adopted it by a large majoriry 
- 
26
votes to 12 
- 
it is being debated here, and I am sure
that, if the group is present in appropriate numbers,
this House will adopr the resolution and its proposal
for an average 140/o increase in farm prices by a large
majority.
To conclude, I would ask the President-in-Office of
the Council not to underestimate the resolution tabled
by the Committee on Agriculture or the debate. \7e
know what course debates of this kind mke, with all
the various views represented here. The majority of
the Committee on Agriculture, in which all the groups
are represented, has spoken. I believe this provides the
basis for a reasonable decision in the farm sector.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Vgenopoulos.
Mr Vgenopoulos. 
- 
(GR,) Mr President, we are
obliged to state at the outset that the repon presented
on behalf of the Agriculture Committee, and in parti-
cular the proposed resolution, do not fulfil our aspira-
tions. In truth, in spite of the indication of goodwill to
be perceived in rhe section of the report entitled 'Gen-
eral Appreciations', we feel that no satisfactory answer
at all has been given to the demand for fair Eeatment
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for Mediterranean products and for safeguarding the
incomes of smallholders.
\(e would like to emphasize that the Agriculrure
Committee's proposed average increase of 140lo is
inadequate, particularly for Greek farmers, and espe-
cially if it is borne in mind that in the agricultural sec-
tor, the increase in production costs for 1982-1983 is
forecast as 230/0. For Greece it is necessary to ensure a
positive rate of increase in agricultural incomes, which
must not fall below 30/0, and this choice is justified by
the characteristics of the socio-economic organizarion
in Greece. Greece has the highest proportion of agri-
cultural population in the Community, corresponding
to 300/o of her working populadon. She has the lowest
absolute value of agricultural incomes, 3 621 ECU at
current prices, at a time when the Community equiva-
lent is 7 500 ECU. Moreover, the ratio of agricultural
incomes to those of other categories of workers is 40
to 100. She has the highest inflation rate, 250/0, or
double the Community average, and finally she has the
special circumstances and organizational weaknesses
associated with an agricultural production based
mainly on smallholdings and family concerns. Essen-
tially, these are the reasons why the Greek Govern-
ment, in its most recent. proposals, asks for a special
reladonship for Greece within the Community, in
other words for special treatment. But more generally
sdll, Mr President, even though the Commission
admits that the CAP has made the rich richer and the
poor more poor with its proposals, it essentially perpe-
tuates this situation. 'V'e cannot lump together the
economies of the nonhern regions of the Community
with those of the Mediterranean. \7e cannot apply rhe
same package of measures and prices ro different
products and to farming concerns of different sizes.
The definition of production targets and the responsi-
bility of producers without discretion and discrimina-
tion where these targerc are exceeded, in orher words
the much-vaunted co-responsibility, will resulr in
grave disadvantage to the small farms and to regions
of low productivity, panicularly since with certain
types of production substitution is very difficult if not
impossible to achieve.
The relevant measures must nor only offer no rhrear [o
the income of small farms and problem regions, bur
even allow the development of production with a view
to making the best available use of resources and
improving producdvity. However, it is not just the
economic problem of the Community that we are
called upon to face today. Its social implications are
even more unpleasant. The fall in agricultural incomes
in the last few years, itself the consequence of the con-
servative Community policy on agriculrural prices,
resulted in a fall in investment in rhe agricultural sec-
tor in 1980 and 1981, amounring to 40 to 600/o in
some countries. This means thar there is less chance of
increasing productivity in the sector for some years ro
come, a fact that places at risk the employment of
some 20 000 000 people occupied in rhe agricultural
sector and related activiries. At this time when the
Community has over 10 000 000 unemployed, yre must
do all we can at least to preserve existing jobs in the
agricultural sector, if not to create new ones.
According to the EEC Treaty, the CAP should aim at
the full and balanced development of 
. 
productive
forces in agriculture, at increasing the incomes of
farmers, at supponing the comparatively disadvan-
mged regions, and at reducing regional inequalities.
However, our experience up to now of pricing and
market policy has produced the opposite results. And
it stands to reason; how is it possible for regional
inequalides to be reduced if Communiry preference is
applied mainly to the benefit of products from the
northern regions, in other words to milk, butter and
meat, whose sales are guaranteed, and indeed at high
price, in the markets of the Communiry? In conrrasr,
the policy of preferential agreements creares an
impasse for most Mediterranean produc$: fruit,
vegetables and oil encounter harsh competition in the
Community from third countries. I7e cannot conrem-
plate accepting a reduction of rhe intervenrion price
from 90 to 850/0, for example, in the target price of a
product like tobacco in which the Community is only
self-sufficienr ro rhe exrenr of 450/0. Vhere, then, is
Community preference? The same applies ro corron,
which is produced only in Greece apafl. from an insig-
nificant amount produced in Italy, and for which the
Commission proposes a producrion quota of 450 000
tonnes representing an increase of jusr 4.650/o com-
pared to the level of 1971, in other words not even
equalling the natural increase which ranges from 100/o
to 150/0, and rhis because there are free impons of cot-
ton from third countries. Here roo, where is rhe Com-
muniry preference? Mr President, how are the socio-
organizational problems to be solved in Greek agricul-
ture, and how are the economies of Member States to
be aligned, when there is discrimination between agri-
cultural producrs to the disadvantage of the Mediter-
ranean countries? For us Greek socialisr, it is a cor-
nerstone of our poliry to protecr the incomes of our
farmers. For this reason we cannor envisage this sup-
pon other than within a framework of special mea-
sures, something thar we do not see in the Commis-
sion's proposals. Unified prices do not reflect reality
since there can be no unified costs with agricultural
products, with the result that the guaranreed price
does not mean the same thing ro every type of agricul-
tural concern. In our opinion the most appropriate
solution is direct economic supporr for small prod-
ucers, who should in parallel be exempted from the
application of co-responsibility measures, because this
would meer the problem of low incomes for rhe small-
holders without perturbing the productive lines, rhe
market organizations and the comperirion. Moreover,
subsidies of rhe interest on short-term loans to farmers
and subsidies of rhe means of production, fertilizers,
plant medicarions and animal feedstuffs, consrir.ure rhe
essential support for smallholders ro enable them to
become competirive. This does nor amounr to illegiti-
mate comperition, as some people maintain, but, on
the contrary, ro competition under equal conditions,
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and if Member States are sincere in striving for the
unification of Europe and for the elimination of
inequalit.y, they will eventually have to make up their
minds that this can only be done by transferring
income from the wealthier to the less wealthy regions.
The reladons between the Member States should not
amount just to those of the marketplace, but should be
a true p,artnership to protect the interests of all the
people of Europe. The present functional difficulties
of the Community are the result of a lack of political
will on the pan of Member States to face the crisis
bgether. Pessimistic forecasts concerning the future of
the Community should not lead to the point where
political inertia on the one hand, and the short sighted
policy of the larger countries on the other hand, work
to distort the fonunes of the economically weakest
regions.
In the present. context of the prices of agricultural
productsr we believe that the choices will have to be
political ones, in other words that the socio-political
foundation of the special nature of agriculture must
predominate, and not only technocratic economic cri-
teria. Such is the thinking behind the amendments thar
we shall all be called upon to vote tomorrow. Their
fate will determine our subsequent position on the
more general problem of the Curry report, as
amended by the Agriculture Committee.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Giummarra.
Mr Giurr-arra.- (17) Mr President, colleagues, the
discussicrn of the agricultural prices for the 1982-1983
marketing year has quite properly gone beyond the
limited r;cope of the EEC Commission's proposals to
tackle tlre more general aspects of the common agri-
cultural policy linked with the wide-ranging, complex
problems of financial and monetary balance, the sys-
tem of own resources, enlargement of the Community,
infladon rates and policies to eliminate or reduce
regional imbalances.
The reason why the debate has broadened its horizons
is quite simply that in putting forward the agricultural
price proposals, the Commission has yet again under-
taken wholesale readjustment of the common agricul-
tural policy and consequently provoked legitimate
concern and criticism in the various political sectors of
the European Parliament.
The proposals, seemingly inspired by the wish to cut
back the' Community's market expenditure, do indeed
make the delicate and precarious balances achieved
with di{ficulty over the years, at some considerable
cost to Southern producers, more insecure than ever.
For example, membership of the European Monetary
System, created as an instrument of monetary stabili-
zation and economic order and converBence but now
a veritat,le scourge which is impeding every attempt at
readjustment, is causing no small harm to the agricul-
tural economies of countries with high inflation rates
such as Italy.
Since monetary readjustment 
- 
which would have
made it possible to compensate for the extremely sev-
ere effects of the inflationary process through the con-
version of prices into national currency 
- 
has not, in
fact, been possible since the introduction of the EMS,
Italian producers are already being penalized at the
outset, while the needs of producers in countries with
stable economies are adequately catered for according
to a distoned form of logic which ovenurns every
theory of balance and equality.
However, leaving aside the merits of these considera-
tions, on the strength of which a whole range of cor-
rective and compensatory measures to assist agricul-
tural production in countries experiencing such diffi-
culties could jusdfiably be demanded, I must also point
out that the Commission's proposals further exacer-
bate the already difficult situation of Mediterranean
agriculture by preserving or even consolidadng the
advantages of products in the northern and central
regions of the Community and at the same time reduc-
ing suppon for 'Mediterranean' products which are
not only'southern'.
Indeed, the absurd proposal to increase funds for price
support, absorbed almost entirely by the dairy sector,
while at the same time limiting support for durum
wheat which is not in surplus and is a natural product
of disadvantaged regions of the Community which are
beset by severe economic and social problems, can
only be described as a definite policy to widen the gaps
between countries.
This policy, which is diametrically opposed to
Article 39 of the Treaty which requires the Com-
munity to ensure a fair standard of living for the agri-
cultural community, seems to be the expression of a
philosophy of 'consolidation of privilege', which in
effect shatters the already precarious income and
employment prospects of the southern agricultural
reglons.
Such a philosophy is the only explanation for the
absurd, unequal guarantees given to the various prod-
ucts.
In the citrus fruit sector, the support measures did not
achieve the expected results precisely because the
guarantees were not the same as for other European
products. Crisis therefore follows crisis; the destruc-
tion of products demoralizes the producer, irritates
public opinion and instead of creating, actually
reduces employment in the more disadvantaged
regions of Europe, with serious repercussions on
public order and social stability. In the meantime, we
can only watch with arnazement the indiscriminate
import into European markets of citrus products from
third countries, whose quality is highly questionable.
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The proposal by Parliament's Committee on Agricul-
ture that the processing of pigmented citrus fruits
should be assisted by means of a simple increase in the
minimum supply prices, at no cost to the Community,
c.learly calls for a change of course by the Commis-
sron.
By amending Regulations Nos 1733/1734181, this
proposal could pave the way for a new philosophy
which would take an overall approach [o rhe citrus
fruit sector, go beyond the old concept of reconver-
sion and open up new income prospecm for Mediter-
ranean farmers.
However, another warning has been given to the
Commission through rejecrion of the limit of ten hec-
tares for aid for durum wheat. Surely the Commission
is aware that this crop involves vast hill areas where
the nature of the land makes alternative production
impossible; that in the South, and panicularly Sicily,
the area extends over more than 500 000 hectares,
with a total crop of around 10 million cwt. which has a
high protein content and forms the basis for pasta
products whose popularity is continuing to increase in
Europe and the world; and finally, rhat the survival of
this crop, which is one of the most traditional, has
been guaranteed by the advantages granred ro rhe sec-
tor.
In any case, the Commission's proposal fails to take
account of the established practice of crop rotation,
which means that durum wheat is grown in the same
area eyery tu/o years. In effect, therefore, the proposal
is reducing the limit to a ludicrous five hectares, rhus
starting a process of abandonmenr of the southern and
island regions, with serious economic, social and envi-
ronmental consequences.
The proposals do not spare [he wine sector eirher,
with the plan for rationalization by means of compul-
sory prevenrive distillation, the limit imposed on rhe
expansion of vineyards in narural wine-growing areas,
and the usual silence regarding artificial enrichment of
wines which are not really wines at all. The Commis-
sion chooses to ignore the radical change which has
taken place in recent years in the European wine sec-
[or as a result of modern cultivation and wine-growing
techniques, and has enabled sourhern products,
already characterized, by wines with a high alcoholic
content suitable for blending, to seriously compere
with high quality products. Insread of aking these
developments into account and providing for appro-
priate instruments, rhe Commission has undenaken to
maintain absurd pre-exisring balances, which any judi-
cious, objective analysis would discount. The time has
come to discontinue supporr for areas which are not
natural wine-growing areas, for example those which
can only survive by means of anificial enrichmenr pro-
cesses, since natural wine-growing areas are able to
yield high qualiry produce without any aid other than
the sun.
Vhen we consider roo the facr that rhe proposals actu-
ally harm the interests of the great narural wine-grow-
ing areas, we realize that we are dealing with the
absurd. The reference to surpluses is nor valid since
these are not caused by srructural factors but by irre-
gularities and anificial processes such as the produc-
tion of hybrids, legal and illegal sugaring and excise
duties.
The olive oil sector also suffers since the Commission
fails to grant aid for new plantations, continues to
allow strong competition from other kinds of oil and
jeopardizes the exisrence of a valuable traditional
product which is of enormous social and environmen-
tal imponance, affecting as it does the livelihood of
rural populations, land conservation and climadc and
environmental balance.
It is for these reasons, Mr President, that I have ser-
ious reservations concerning the Commission's propo-
sals which also hit other delicare sectors of the Euro-
pean agricultural economy and appear to be based
solely on a philosophy of privilege.
A decisive change of direction and a general review of
the value and scope of production guaranrees, with a
view to greater balance, are essenrial if we are to
achieve the objecrives and safeguard the interests of
agricultural integration. Failure rc do this will only
create new obstacles [o rhe process of European inre-
gration and thwart irs achievements and ideals.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Man.
Mr Mart. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Honorable Mem-
bers, the farm price debate is of vital imponance ro
our Community and our farmers and all the consu-
mers too. The problem of farm prices, fair incomes for
the farmers of Europe, is, to an increasing extent, one
of justice and even more of very existence. I should
like to remind you of rhe big French farmers' demon-
stration in Paris. So far, Europe has had a problem of
agricultural surpluses, which is why it was in a position
to export food to the whole world and particularly to
the Easrern bloc. Bur I would rarher have surpluses
than shonages. Take the Eastern bloc. Their socio-
communist totalirarian systems have vinually ruined
their farming, to the poinr where they can no longer
feed their people properly. You only have to look at
the catastrophic food situarion in Poland. And
Romania is having much the same trouble. Young peo-
ple in these counrries are blaming rhe older generarion
which, they say, is responsible 
.for setting up rhis
socio-communisr system. 'Try and eat socialism', they
say, bitterly and desperately, when they are faced with
scandalous food shonages.
I am no farmer, but, as a consumer and a responsible
politician, I am aware thar rhe problem is a serious
one. And I rcll you srraight to beware of our counries
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and poun people seeing the sort of farming that exists
in the cr:untries of the Eastern bloc. Ve must learn
from these d6bAcles. \7e must avoid the sort of cum-
bersome., everpresent paralyzing red tape that inrcr-
feres with initiative and productivity. A vital sector
that is tied up with red tape 
- 
take the iron and steel
industry 
- 
can deteriorate fast and, ladies and gentle-
men, I have no wish rc see the same economic disas-
ters here as in the Eastern bloc. And, to conclude, I tell
you frankly, I have no wish to go hungry.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gatto.
Mr Gatto. 
- 
(17) Mr President, during the speeches
this morning celebrating the twenty-fifth anniversary
of the Treary of Rome, President Dankert expressed
the hopr: that quality would take precedence over
quantity. I agree with this sentiment and indeed so
many speeches have already been made that mine
would now be quirc superfluous.
I have therefore set aside the short speech I had pre-
pared 
- 
this Assembly should really be called 'read-
ing' instead of 'parliament' because the short time
available makes it necessary to read from a prepared
text 
- 
since I agree with what has been said by pre-
vious speakers, and not just those from my own grouP.
I should like to make a few comments of a political
nature. lthis debate seems to me to be an anticlimax
after the occasions during the past year or so when the
same matters were tackled in greater depth.
There is obviously a reason for this. The truth is that
whereas in the past the price debate could be an
occasion for readjustment and compromise, rcday the
situation has changed completely in the face of a far-
reaching crisis which has so many different aspects. A
decision on prices which fails to take account of the
different factors contributing to this crisis, particularly
in the agricultural sector, and of the factors influenc-
ing the development of agricultural incomes, such as
inflation rates, 'green rates', productiviry and agricul-
tural structures, can only be an inadequate, problemat-
ical decir;ion.
I feel it is panicularly important to emphasize the limi-
tations c,f an agricultural price policy that is isolated
from the more general context of a genuine poliry for
the reform of Community agriculture. Over the past
two years we took steps to ackle this enormous prob-
lem but now all that has come to nothing. After listen-
ing carefully to the important speeches by the Presi-
dents of the three Institutions I realize that this reflecm
a political situation in which the Community, if not
aciually disintegrating, is certainly becoming weaker.
Instead of a policy of convergence we now have one
of divergence and 'renationalizarion'. This is why we
find ourselves in an impossible situation where the
Commission's proposal seems generous towards cer-
nin countries in view of their monetary, production
and financial situation while, for others, even the more
wide-ranging proposal of the Committee on Agricul-
ture is too limited. I do not wish to be nationalistic and
instead of taking my os/n counry as an example, I
shall only mention Ireland and Greece.
This poliry is inadequate for those who, like me, do
not look merely to national needs 
- 
which others
have already outlined with arguments which I support
- 
but nevertheless see the need for more appropriate
prices and Buarantees for Mediterranean products.
I have already spoken several dmes on these matters
here in Parliament and I do not wish to rePeat myself.
However, I should like to make one point with regard
to the needs of farmers in the less ProsPerous regions:
there will always be some to claim that other instru-
menm exist to support those regions which are struc-
turally and productively weaker. It has been my exPer-
ience, eren within the individual political grouPs, that
there will always be a lot of talk and promises rc hide
national egoism and concern for economic advantage.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Papaefstratiou.
Mr Papaefstratiou. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, fellow-
Members, the European Parliament is called uPon' at
this extraordinary sitting, to examine the most serious
problem of the prices of agricultural products. It must
Le emphasized at the outset that we are unfortunately
.unabli to agree with the Commission's proposals
because these do not lead to a balanced development
in the agricultural sector and to the implementation of
Article 39 of the Treaty of Rome. The Commission
should not forget that, first and foremost, we should
abide by the principles of the CAP and in Particular
the principle of Community preference. In-any case,
whiG it is recognized that the existence of differing
inflation rates in the Member States creates a real risk
to the CAP, and reference is made to the special prob-
lems of the Mediterranean regions of the Community,
no specific and fair solutions are proposed.
Vith specific reference to Greek agriculture, it should
be noted that its coexistence with the developed and
modernized agricultures of other, much more fenile
countries of the EEC creates special and serious prob-
lems, to which we ask for fair solutions.
I ask the House to take note of the following statistics:
First, the rate of inflation in Greece in 1981 was of the
order of 250/o andwe estimate that this year, under the
new, Marxist-Socialist government, it will not
decrease.
Second, the increase in the cost of contributions for
Greek agriculture amounts to 230/o for the period
'82 
-'83.
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Third, our counrry has a high proporrion of agricul-
tural popularion. Abour 300/o of the working popula-
tion are engaged in agriculture. This is in fact why we
have not suffered from high unemploymenr up ro now.
Founh, owing ro limited and infenile agricultural
land, the yearly income of Greek farmers is only about
500/o of the corresponding value in the Communiry.
For all the above reasons we hold: that a minimum
average increase of 16.30/o in the prices of agricultural
producm and in their subsidies should be declared, as
proposed by the collective represenrational organs of
the farmers.
That special measures should be enacted for the
economic relief of farmers in countries of the EEC
which unfonunately have high inflation rates. Thar
measures should be enacted for the srict application
of the principle of Community preference, so rhar
agriculrural producm from the Community should be
preferenrially available in the markets of the Com-
munlty.
That the obligarion should be recognized, within a
shon period of rime to submit proposals for rhe cor-
rect reatment of Mediterranean products, so as to
reduce the differences by comparison with products
from the Nonh, and that developmental programmes
for the Mediterranean regions of the Community
should be drawn up and implemenred.
In addidon we propose thar the following measures
should be raken, which while contributing ro the sup-
pon of the incomes of our producers, do not crearc
any more general problems affecting the application of
the CAP:
- 
Equalization of rhe prices determined for Greece
with the common prices, in the case of certain prod-
ucts for which the price difference is small. In any
case, this is envisaged in Anicle 60, paragraph A, of
Greece's Convention of Accession.
- 
Acceleration of rhe rare of approach of the level of
economic supporr. granted to Greece to the levels
granted rc the other Member States. For example,
subsidies for the production of olive oil, for rhe mar-
keting of citrus fruir and for hard grain.
Subsidization of the interest on shon-term loans for
agriculture, ar a sarisfacrory level.
- 
Subsidization of rhe means of production, such as
fertilizers, plant medications, animal feedstuffs, olive-
gathering nets.
- 
Direct income supporr for small producers, with
parallel exemprion from the application of co-respon-
sibiliry measures for reasons of fairness. This will meer
the problem of rhe low income of smallholdings, with-
out disturbing the productive lines, the farming organ-
izations or the competition.
- 
Financing the technical assisrance from the Com-
munity for carrying our large-scale land-improvement
work in Greece, for the developmenr of fishing, for
the improvement of the counrry's lagoons and-large
bays, and for assisting the founding and organization
of agricultural manufacruring complexes. -
And now I shall mention briefly the specific agricul-
tural products for which we propose that certain mea-
sures are necessary:
As for fruit and vegetables, we propose a general
increase in prices and in the premium for the market-
ing of oranges.
Again, the system of pricing and intervention should
be extended to certain products such as melons, water-
melons, lettuces, beans, etc.
As for oil, the aid granted ro rhe producers should be
increased.
The registry of olive growers that is abour to be com-
piled should be financed ro rhe exrenr of 5Oolo by the
EAGGF.
As for cotron, the permitted production level should
be increased from the presenr 450 OOO ronnes to
500 000 ronnes.
As for wine, rhe gap berween the Greek and the EEC
prices should be closed.
As for sugar beer and sugar, Greece should be
exempted- from the principle of co-responsibility
because of the low level of production.
As for tobacco, rhe measures envisaged for our coun-
try are in opposition to the reduction of the interven-
tion price to 850/o of the rarget price, and as for beef,
Greece should benefit from the special measures rhar
already apply in Italy and in Holland.
In conclusion Mr President, I would like to emphasize
that.we listened with panicular sarisfacrion to ioday,s
excellenr speeches by the Presidenr-in-Office of the
Council of Ministers, Mr Tindemans, and the presi-
dens of the Commission, Mr Thorn, and that the reso-
lutions of our Parliamenr, bur mainly also those of the
Council of Ministers, should aim at maintaining the
integrity of our Communiry in practice, by meais of
fair solutions for the millions who farm for Ls.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Vettig.
Mr Vettig. 
- 
(DE) Mr Presidenr, ladies and gentle-
men, farm price debates are a resr of whethir the
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European Community is still capable of aking joint
action.
As luck would have it, this farm price debate has coin-
cided v'ith the 25th anniversary of the Treaties of
Rome. 'Ihe proposals before Parliamenr, the debate
we are having today and rhe contributions to rhis
debate will undoubtedly strengthen the impression rhe
public has that the European Community has become
an agricultural community rather than what ir was
really inrcnded to be when it was established 25 years
ago. They will also strengthen the impression that the
Community has become a self-service shop for certain
groups and certain countries who derive excessive
benefits particularlv from the common agricultural
polrcr'.
'!7'hen v'e consider the Commission's proposals during
this debate 
- 
and the proposals on this year's farm
prices arre the outcome of the mandate of 30 Mry 
-we must begin by realizir,g that we originally criticized
them as being too half-hearted, as doing too little for
[he consumer, as not being sufficiently geared to the
European Community's external economic interests
and as coming down too heavily on the side of the
farmers. I will be quite frank:we must revise this view
today. T'he Commission originally showed,a great deal
of pluck and proved that it is in fact capable of putting
forward far-reaching proposals for the reform of rhe
Europea.n Community. In practice, it is evident thar
Parliamr:nt is not prepared to go along with these far-
reaching proposals, which would lead to the reform of
a central aspect of Community policy.
\7hat the proposals made by COPA and other interest
groups reveal 
- 
and these proposals were largely
endorse,i by the majority of the Committee on Agri-
culture 
- 
is the attitude 
- 
as the Commissioner, I
believe, made abundantly clear 
- 
that everything pos-
sible should be got out of the Community's agricul-
tural poliry, that there is no need at all to worry about
the budgetary effects of this agricultural policy and
that the taxpayer's interests can be almost totally
ignored, This attirude is also characterized by a desire
for an increase in protection, regardless of the Com-
munity's industrial and external economic interests
and of the interests of millions of workers. It also sig-
nifies a rotal rejection of the idea of reforming the
agricultural policy. It signifies the rejection of all rhe
decisions Parliament has taken in the past.
Many Ivlembers may feel it is a feature of parliamen-
tary practice to speak for something one moment and
against it the next, but I do not think it is doing the
first directly elected Parliament a favour to change
one's position on basic political questions depending
on the situation on the day concerned. '!7e are also
surprised to hear Members from the southern coun-
tries of the European Community justifiably complain-
ing about their disadvantages and yet agreeing to this
proposal for higher prices, because it will not improve
their position to any great extent.. The transfer of
incomes to the southern European countries, whichs
many people advocate, will not take place if this price
proposal is adopted: it will principally benefit go coun-
tries with nonhern products. Any proposal for a price
higher than that proposed by the Commission will also
mean fewer resources being available for a labour mar-
ket policy and regional policies, and that will not be
much help to farmers with lower incomes. Not even
200/o more would be much help to these farmers.
The rapponeur, Mr Curry, has submitted a relatively
balanced proposal to Parliament and above all added
an explanatory statement which reads like a critique of
the common agricultural policy as it has been pursued
in the past. V'e shall therefore try to ensure that the
majority of the Members of Parliament vore for this
proposal.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Diana.
Mr Diana. 
- 
(17) Mr President, colleagues, at this
stage in the debate much has abeady been said and
need not be repeated. I should, however, like to com-
ment, on two proposals put forward in the opinion of
the Committee on Agriculture concerning respectively
the strengthening of the market regulations for Medi-
terranean products and special complementary mea-
sures, compatible obviously with the common agricul-
tural policy, for the benefit of farmers in countries
with high inflation rarcs. I mention these two matters
not only because they are of particular concern ro my
country but also because the harmonious development
of the European integration process is incompatible
with the persistence of such severe disparities between
the different sectors and regions.
'!7ith regard to the first point, the Commission
deserves credit for proposing price increases above the
average for Mediterranean products. Vhile the propo-
sals are still inadequate, they nevenheless represenr a
step in the right direction by assisting Mediterranean
products to regain their competitiveness in accordance
with the directives of the Council of Foreign Ministers
last January. On the negative side, however, it has
proposed the same percentage increase for common
wheat as for durum wheat and a limit of 10 hecrares
for production aid for rhe latter. I would point out to
the Commission that what is involved here is not social
aid but economic support for a product which is still in
short supply in the Community, has a low yield per
surface area cultivated and is consequenrly in danger
of being abandoned if aid is not made available.
Indeed, this happens quite frequently in the absence of
wonhwhile alternarives.
Commissioner Dalsager tried to justify this proposal
yesterday by referring to the undue advantage which
would be enjoyed by farms which grow 200 hectares
of durum wheat. Before producing examples like this
in future, he should check with his services whether
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this kind of farm exists. I would also suggest that he
visit Sicily or the southern regions of my country to
see what alternative to winter cereals farmers have in
the absence of irrigation. !7ould he suggest olives
which have a limit for new planting or perhaps vines
which are akeady in surplus?
I should also like to draw attention to the pan of the
repon of the Committee on Agriculture which, in view
of the severe disparities between inflation rates in the
Member States, requesm the Commission to consider
complementary measures for the benefit of farmers in
those countries with high infladon rates.
In this connection, the Commissioner for Agriculture
yesterday repeated a statement he had made on a pre-
vious occasion to the effect that the incomes of farm-
ers in Italy 
- 
a country with a high inflation rate 
-had in fact improved. In support of this argument he
quoted a study carried out last November by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture at the request of the Council.
However, the study in question shows a marked dif-
ference between the period preceding the introduction
of the EMS and that immediately following it. The
document states that during the period before the
EMS, when the value of the unit of account was
linked with the Snake, it was easier to increase prices
expressed in national currency through devaluation of
the green currencies independently of the annual deci-
sions on the common price increases. It also shows
that the incomes of Italian farmers rose during the
period 1973-1979. Vhile this information may be of
satistical or historical interest, it does not alter the
fact that in the years following the introduction of the
EMS there was a sharp fall in incomes in my country.
Mr Curry's report shows that last year agricultural
incomes rose by 130/o in Belgium, 15.70/o in Denmark
and 17.20/o in the Netherlands while in Italy they fell
6y 6.90/0. It should be remembered that the agricul-
tural income in my country is still only around half of
the agricultural income in the Netherlands at a time
when the EAGGF is spending five times more on each
Dutch farmer than on his Italian counterpart. I have
nothing against Dutch producers, although I cenainly
enry them, but these disparities must be removed and,
in particular, I feel I musr prorcst ar the use in this
House of data which do not give a true picrure of the
situation.
IN THE CHAIR :MR JAQUET
Vice-President
President. 
- 
I call Mr Abens.
Mr Abens. 
- 
(FR) May I, Mr President, confine
myself to one or uwo remarks of a general nature?
First of all, I should like to back up what all my col-
leagues have said about the common agricultural
policy having succeeded in guaranteeing us indepen-
dence in food. You only have to look for a minute at
the oil exporters' blackmail to see just what food
independence is worth. So I think it wise to insist on
the fact that this result was obtained at minimum cost.
Compare the cost of the common agricultural policy
with the oil bill and you will be surprised to find that
the common agricultural policy only costs 10lo (and I
said 1%) of GNP and that the other two items cost
7% of that GNP.
Having looked at the EEC Commission's proposals
and at the rest of the European Parliament com-
mittee's resolution, I can only come out in favour of
pushing up farm prices by something like 140lo at least.
It seems to me to be a basic principle of social justice
to enable the farmers to have the same incomes as peo-
ple in other professions. And, along the same lines, I
should like to back up all those who are calling for the
abolition of the monetary compensatory amounts, as
this system serves to reduce the farmers' incomes. Bel-
gium, and Luxembourg obviously, have just found this
out.
So please allow me, Mr President, to make these few
proposals in a spirit of European cooperation.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Bournias.
Mr Bournias. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, before beginning
my brief speech I too would like to recall two of the
sentences spoken by our President in his 'celebratory'
speech for the 25th anniversary of the signing of the
Treaty of Rome.
The Community is not prospering. That is how the
President began his speech, and as regards the subject
of agriculture he told us that the agricultural policy
had been misconceived. $7e are all of the same mind
concerning both these themes: Parliament, the Com-
mission, and the Council of Ministers. However, the
heaviest burden of responsibility rests on the Minis-
ters, on the Governments, and they will have ro make
a start by modifying their position in connection wirh
the subject under discussion today, namely, rhe prices
of agricultural products, so as ro eliminate the inequa-
lities as far as possible.
Fellow members, the prices of agricultural producrs
and the Budget constirute the cross that has to be
borne every year by the EEC, and this is happening
again this year, 
^s 
shown by the repon presented on
behalf of the Agriculrure Commirtee by its rapponeur,
Mr Curry.
25. 3.82" Debates of the European Parliament No 1-283/75
Bournias
The fundamental reorganization of the Community
based on the Mandate of May 30th, which is the con-
tent of the second repon by the Committee on Econo-
mic and Monetary Affairs presented by Mr Hopper,
supplements the first report and gives countries like
Greece rhe right to stand firmly in support of her just
demands that prices should be determined for agricul-
tural products that will not disappoint the otherwise
very disappointed agricultural population of my coun-
try.
The honourable Committee Member encourages us to
moderation. 'S7'e agree, but not when the results are
negative and socially dangerous. \7e heard our Irish
colleague Mr Davern today, and we agree with what
he had to say.
How can Ireland adopt a stance of moderation, or
Greece for that matter, when we were obliged this
year to r;ell our citrus fruit for no profit at all, to East-
ern countries and to Russia who paid us in Libyan oil
at a price of 274 dollars per tonne as againsr the price
of 234 dollars for which we were offered ir by Libya
herself? This was officially condemned in the Greek
Parliamr:nt.
In paragraph 2 of the Hopper report rhere is a clear
emphasis on the need to include in the framework of
the expansion cenain specific orders designed to solve
the problems encountered by the economies of the
Mediterranean coun[ries.
Mr Curry also asks for specific proposals from the
Commission for implementing the requisite measures,
so that the resolutions may be more broadly updated
in relati,on [o the prices of agricultural products and
the budget for this agricultural sector. Moreover, as
regards the large differences in the rate of inflation
and the great problems to which these give rise in a
system of common pricing, without underestimating
the serious economic stagnation and the continually
increasing levels of unemployment, he proposes mea-
sures and increases in the price of agricultural prod-
ucts that the Agricultural Committee finally settled at
140/o fiot'rhe period 1982-1983 by majority vore.
Mr President, fellow Members, I think that the
increase of 16.30/o asked for by Ireland, by ourselves
in Greece and by other colleagues will not prevent the
Community from improving, to a moderate extent of
course, its activities in the social and economic fields.
In particular, Greece's demand is based on a blatant
inequaliry to the disfavour of Greek farmers, and it
serves imponant political, social and economic aims of
my country. Time does not permit me to analyse these,
but it will not have escaped you that there is danger
inherent in an inflation rate that rose to 250/o in 1981,
and in a different inflation, a human one this time, that
affects the population of Athens which, together with
its suburbs, has collected almost half the population of
the entire country, mainly from the land, in a contin-
uous haemorrhage of the agricultural regions.
Fellow Members, the Greek farmers are transmitting
Mayday signals. Help them not to be carried away by
the demagogues, the amateur magicians and the critics
of the Community, who have set their sights on the
traditionally conservative Greek farmer in order to
undermine the Community.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Alavanos.
Mr Alavanos. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, in the shon time
available to me I wish to touch upon only two subjects.
First, that the last people on eafth who have the right
to talk about Greek farmers and to come here in the
guise of their protectors are the politicians of the
Right in Greece. Because it is the Right that, with its
policy of joining the EEC at any cost, is responsible
for the farmers' tragic situation today. And it is
absurd, when today the socialist countries impon
about 60 or 700/o of Greek fruit and the EEC a mere 5
to 100/0, for representatives of the Greek Right m
come here and in the spirit of submission to the inter-
ests of imperialism to decry the commercial and
economic relations with the socialist countries at a
time when the representatives of the Greek farmers
have to struggle, even in here, to minimize the restric-
tions and obstacles created by the EEC.
My second point is as follows:
In our gallery today there are members of the govern-
ing body of the General Confederation of Greek
Farming Associations. Of course, they neither come
from Israel, nor are they refugees from Afghanistan,
so as to inspire you to a warm welcome and applause,
nor have they come to plead the cause of seals so that
you give them permission io hang their banner outside
Parliament.
However, we wish to tell you: a few days ago this very
General Confederation organized a meeting of tens of
thousands of farmers at Killeler, at which the Greek
Prime Minister and the General Secretary of the
Greek Communist Pany appeared, and at which price
increases of 300/o were demanded; Athens prices, and
not Brussels prices.
In the light of the instructions of our farmers we are
obliged to reject the Commission's proposals, and
indeed those of the Agriculture Committee, and we
hope that the Government will not hesitate to use its
right of veto in order to protect the righm of our
farmers.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Eyraud.
Mr Eyraud. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and gende-
men, Honorable Members, we have to wake up to the
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facts. French farming is sick. The French farmers are
discontented because they are suffering, if I may put it
so, from Brusselitis. For eight years nov, their incomes
have been dropping, by as much as 5.80/o in 1981, and
they blame this on Europe, a word they often use
pejoratively. As far as they are concerned, Europe
means all or nothing. The CAP and iw regulations, the
Commission and its administration and the Council of
Ministers. All in all, a shapeless monster that is there
to crush them. And I say that for us Socialists, who are
profoundly European because we are internationalism,
that this is very serious, very serious indeed. It is into-
lerable. \fle have no right to let Europe, the Europe of
Schuman and Adenauer and Monnet, lose face in the
eyes of a whole class of society to which Article 39 of
the Treaty of Rome promised to guarantee a fair
income. Fair incomes have gone. Some people in the
Community, the French for example, are seeing their
purchasing power decline while other people's is going
up. So most French farmers are disgusted to find that
the same goes for men as for regions. The poorest get
poorer and the richest get richer as the years go by.
Ve are forced to conclude, as we said in the final
amendment to the Curry report, that a standard farm
price increase as granted in previous years would not
by imelf take all the individual situations of the Euro-
pean farmers into account, even if it was much larger
than the one the Commission is proposing now or any
made in previous years. Or even if a number of other
measures were taken alongside.
There are a number of reasons for this. First, the dis-
parity in the structures. How can we reasonably com-
pare a l0 ha general farm in Auvergne with a 100 ha
cereal farm in Brie? And I am only taking French
examples. And then the serious deterioration between
intermediate prices and product prices gets s/orse as
the farms' means decrease. Energy, fenilizer and cattle
feed increase even more rapidly in price if they are
imponed or used in countries where the currency is
weak. So, as the farmers do not want to lrve from hand-
outs, they are unwilling to accept what many of us
would be tempted to give them as social benefits and
they hope, with their deep sense of human digniry, to
live, like everyone else does, from the fruits of their
labours. So the idea of price modulation, in the end,
has to take over. Everyone has already agreed to it on
a product basis because the Commission proposes a
different increase from the average price for each
product. Ve are satisfied to see that grain will be
going up less than milk, meat, fruit and vegetables and
tobacco.
Ve also note that. the Commission is beginning to
envisage the idea of quantums, in a way, because, basi-
cally, this is what the Commission means when it pro-
poses [o limit assistance for durum wheat to 1O ha. Ve
are sorry that our Parliament's Commitree on Agricul-
ture did not feel it had to follow suit. This proposal is
in fact contained in one of our amendments, along
with the wish that modulated prices over the 10 ha
mark should be studied. But we need to go funher and
there are a number of ways of doing so. First, we can
do something about production costs by reforming
structures and altering the cost of intermediate prod-
ucts such as fenilizer and fuel and oil cakes. And then
we can vary the price paid to the producer, according
to the amounrc delivered 
- 
hence the need for an
organization of market.
Lastly, although we approve of the Committee on
Agriculture's proposal about the co-responsibility tax,
we sdll think that price modulation should mean res-
traint lower down if production goes beyond a certain
point. This is why we suggest. 300 t p.a. for milk in one
of the amendments. Measures of this sort can perfectly
well be applied in the context of product boards such
as the French government proposes to set up soon.
That is not to say that we want to limit or penalize
production. Quite the opposite, as $/hat we want is to
see simpler means of fighting hunger in the world. !7e
would remind you that the main aim of these boards is
to regulate the markets.
Measures such as this could well make for less dispar-
ity between the farmers 
- 
but they will not wipe it out
altogether.
If, at all events, we fail ro agree to the principle of
price modulation, we are forced to agree to the princi-
ple of Community assistance. And then we have to
adapt it to each of the Member States, being careful
not to fall into the double trap of MCAs, of which we
have just had the unfonunate experience and which
everyone agrees should go, and, more seriously,
national aid. This is a subject that has to be discussed.
But discussed frankly. Vhat I say is, to use a real
French expression, that everyone has to sweep in front
of his own door and to remove the beams from his
own eye before making accusations in the form of
written questions. If we plan Community assistance
like this, it is simply because we wish to avoid the sort
or protectionism that, sooner or larer, would lead to
renationalization of agricultural policies. Honourable
Members, we must beware of this. And we must also
beware of disappointing the farmers in our respective
countries by refusing them the increase rhe unions
want. This would be a[ Europe's expense and rhere
would be no shonage of imperialism ro rejoice at it.
Let us be clear about this 
- 
Europe cannor borh
refuse the EAGGF budget and the farm price increase
and national aid. Only a negarive Europe will con-
demn some countries to abandon their producers and
push up the move away from rural areas. Hence the
imperative necessity first to accepr a substantial price
increase 
- 
16.30/o we hope but we would :ake 140/o
in a spirit of conciliation 
- 
and finally to ger rhe com-
mon agricultural poliry relaunched. .Sfl'e have no
doubt, honourable Members, that you will follow our
lead, for we are convinced of your wisdom.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Colleselli.
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Mr Colleselli. 
- 
(17) MrPresident, colleagues, the
Curry repon, which we considered very carefully in
the committee, has highlighted 
- 
despite differing
views 
- 
some of the fundamental problems of the
common agricultural policy. In the short time at my
disposal I should like to make one point clear: it
would be a serious mistake to think that these prob-
lems can be resolved by the mere fixing of prices.
Vhile this is undoubrcdly an important occasion, it
must be closely linked with rhe procedures and propo-
sals for reform of the principles of the common agri-
cultural policy.
The crisis we are facing is serious and it would be
unrealistic to think that it will soon be over. However,
we must set a target for a new balance in the future.
This target, which I feel is essential, will admittedly
not be easy to achieve in the present circumstances. It
will invo,lve monetary stability for all the Community
countries, which in turn will bring order to the econ-
omies, both individually and in general, and create
confidence on the part of farmers without whose
interest and support Parliament and the Commission
could not easily achieve practical results. Furthermore,
it will convince farmers that this reform of the com-
mon agricultural policy does not of necessity mean
penalization but rather a genuine relaunching of the
policy.
My second point is that we are pleased that the com-
mittee, by alarge majority, voted in favour of pruning
- 
if I may use that term 
- 
certain Mediterranean
products, This does not mean that we underestimate
the problems of Mediterranean agriculture. However,
we believe that the possible impacr of the accession of
Spain and Ponugal should be more carefully assessed
and indeed I wish I had sufficient influence to ensure
that Parliament would, by a large majority, vote in
favour of pruning various Mediterranean products.
Finally, we must take q,are to avoid any contradictions
since an improvised resolution at voting time could be
at variance with what has been or should be done.
I also wir;h to refer to the wine sector. As some of my
colleagues have already mentioned, we have reserva-
tions concerning certain comments made by Commis-
sioner Dalsager since we believe that the wine problem
can be solved through implementation of the regula-
tions adopted by Parliament a year ago. A resolution
of April 1981, if applied systematically and in due
time, could contribute to the implementation of some
wine regulations designed to achieve quality. How-
ever, it is essential that these regulations should be
implemented as soon as possible in order to resolve the
crisis in tlhis sector, which is not, in my view, as deep-
seated as that in other sectors. I am referring here to
the production and social aspects because we must
remember that European agriculture employs almost
three million persons who naturally expect not only
equal obligations but also equal rights. The economic
implicatic,ns of this cannot therefore be ignored.
The Committee on Agriculture seems to be showing
increasing interest in this problem 
- 
which we will
soon have the opponunity of discussing 
- 
and this is
a hopeful sign.
One final remark: it has been said that one of the main
problems is the inflation rate which is affecting some
countries in panicular. Reading between the lines of
Mr Dalsager's speech, I have the impression that he
feels 
- 
and perhaps with some jusdfication 
- 
that
when the inflation rate reaches a certain level, as in my
country, it is up to the country concerned to take the
appropriate action. Ve have to admit that he has a
point. On the other hand, the farmers are not to blame
for this situation. They have simply been the victims of
it and must therefore receive realistic aid, even
through compensatory measures.
This is the line which my group adopted in the com-
mittee and will, I hope, adopt tomorrow in the final
voting on the amendments.
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Gredal.
Mrs Gredal. 
- 
(DA) Mr President, let me begin by
saying that we Danish Social Democrats cannor accept
the repon of the Committee on Agriculture on farm
prices. The reason for this is panly that the Curry
report is in conflict with the Plumb report of June last
year, which we voted for, and partly thar it recom-
mends price increases which, from the budgeary point
of view, are patently not justifiable. Also it is truly
amazin1 to see lhe confidence with which percentages
are bandied about in this Chamber. The Curry report
says 140/0, but if a few more members had been pres-
ent at the meeting of the Committee on Agriculture,
the COPA proposal for 160/o would have been
adopted. Apart from all the percentages flying around,
there is the fact that no relationship exists between the
percentage rates of increase, the other proposals and
the Community's economic possibilities, either this
year or next year.
On the other hand, we feel that some of the amend-
ments tabled would considerably improve rhe report
and, by improvement, we mean amendment of the
report in the direction of the Commission's proposal.
\7e think that rhe Commission's proposals are an
excellent basis for the fixing of farm prices for 1982-
1983.
Ve do have a few major objections to the proposal,
however. One is that the animal products should get a
slightly higher increase than thar proposed by the
Commission. This would be justified on budgetary
grounds, since the Commission's proposal also con-
tains guarantee thresholds and it would at rhe same
time benefit family holdings, which are typically
geared to animal produce.
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Also a slightly higher increase for animal products
would improve the chances of phasing out the mone-
tary compensatory amounts as quickly as possible, and
a price policy on these lines would counteract the
deplorable tendency to introduce national support
measures. I would also urge the Commission to make
greater use of the sanctions it has available to it in con-
nection with these measures, for example, to withhold
EAGGF payments from countries which introduce
these illegal support measures.
Another major objection we have to the Commission's
price proposals has to do with cereal prices. !7e feel
that the proposed price increases for grain are too
high. On the one hand, they will mean higher cosm for
family farms and, on the other, there will not be
enough funds left for other pans of the common agri-
cultural policy. !7e feel, finally, that a relative reduc-
tion in grain prices is the best solution ro the substitu-
tion problem, since it will bring about a real alignment
with world market prices. It should be remembered in
that connection that it is far cheaper for the Com-
munity to export. animal products than grain, while it
would also have a positive effect on the Community's
employment situation and foreign exchange position.
'!7ith regard to the agricultural policy in the longer
term, we feel that the problems should be solved by
conducting cost-benefit analyses of all special mea-
sures, with a view to ensuring that the resources are
applied in the most effective possible manner, from the
point of view of both the farmers and the taxpayers in
the Community. Similarly, we must in the long term
seek to transfer agricultural production from surpluses
to products for which there is a need and which at the
same time are economic in energy, for example pro-
tein-bearing crops and increased afforestation. \7e
therefore do not agree with those who seek to solve
the problems of agriculture by increased protection-
ism, which will hit the developing countries and dis-
rupt traditional world markets.
If I can briefly sum up the wishes of the Danish Social
Democrats in this area, in the shon term we want
slightly higher price increases for animal products than
the Commission and at the same time smaller increases
for grain. In the rather longer term, we should like to
see the more effective use of the Community's
resources and, finally, in the much longer term, we
should like a reorientation of agricultural production
from surplus products to products which are in
demand.
President. 
- 
I call Mr McCanin.
Mr McCartin. 
- 
Mr President, the important thing
about this debate is that we are discussing ai area
where we can participate in policy and decision mak-
ing, unlike so many of the other issues that are pas-
sionately discussed in this Assembly. Here we have the
ultimate responsibiliry, and we as one of the institu-
tions of the Communiry can in this instance affect the
policies about which we are speaking. \7ages for
workers, cost of enerBy, inflation rates 
- 
these are
things for which we don't have ultimate responsibiliry.
It is right to discuss them and it is important that we
have opinions on them. Before we aspire to wider and
more important roles. however, we must satisfy the
taxpayers of Europe that we have in fact been effective
in dealing with the one fully developed policy which
rhe Treaty of Rome obliges us to pursue, and that is
the common agricultural policy.
The two important elements of this policy are to pro-
vide the citizens of the Community with sufficient
quantities of food at a reasonable price and to give
farmers and those engaged in the agricultural industry
a fair standard of living. Ve have provided sufficient
quantities of food in regular supply and at prices
which have increased much more slowly than have the
prices of other important requirements like energy,
clorhing and transport. \fle have done it at a reasona-
ble price and well within the limit of the meagre
resources provided to this Community for that pur-
Pose.
Turning, however, to the other imponant element in
che CAP, it has been a hopeless failure in providing the
farming sector with a fair standard of living compara-
ble to that enjoyed by those engaged in other occupa-
tions. At the end of last year the Commission found
that the level of farm incomes in all Member States,
apart from Italy, Belgium and the Netherlands, was
either at or below thb l974level. In Germany and the
UK they were790/o of the 1974level; in France 760/o.l
agree with Mr Diana that the situation in Italy has dis-
improved since the forming of the EMS, and the situa-
tion in Italy today is not exactly what the figures com-
paring the 1974-1979 situation would indicate. In Ire-
land, however, which was not a full member in 1974,
we have in facr incomes that are just 500/o of what they
were in 1978. \7e can't use the figuies that I have used
for other countries of the Community, because that
was a period in which we were just transitional mem-
bers of the Community. The varying rates of inflation
in the Community's Member States is making it
increasingly difficult [o pursue a common poliry, but
while the Community does not have ultimate responsi-
bility for inflation rates in individual states, it does
have responsibiliry for farmers' incomes.
If we are rc bring about any semblance of equaliry in
incomes and equality of opponunity, we must either
have differentiated price increases or substantial
special measures to increase incomes, to improve
structures and subsidize inputs and interest rates. The
special measures proposed 
- 
and akeady in fact in
operation for countries such as Ireland 
- 
are only
token measures if we look at the real income situation.
If we can't have the solutions which I have just now
advocated, then we must recognize that panicipation
in the EMS has been a costly mistake for counries like
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Ireland and we must proceed to seek price increases
throughr currency devaluation. Decisions on the
courses of action cannot be pur off any longer because
we havc a situation in which the crisis in agricultural
prices and farm incomes is bringing the economy of
smaller States such as Ireland to absolure ruin.
Now I rvant to refer briefly to rhe effect of the impor-
tation of the so-called cereal substitures on rhe cost of
the common agricultural policy. I compliment
Mr Curry on his report and the explanatory memoran-
dum in which he gives us a lor of informarion. The
most striking thing about rhe figures for imporrs of
cereal substitutes, about which I already have some
knowleclge, v/as that the quanrities imported by Ire-
land are absolutely negligible while the Netherlands
takes almost half of the toral imports. One point not
set out was whether the advantage of these cheaper
cereals is actually passed on ro the farmers and lives-
tock producers. I suspect that it is not, and my per-
sonal experience indicates that the quality and price of
animal rations in the Netherlands do not reflect the
cost savings that can be got from these imponed sub-
stitutes. So the advantage is partly or mosrly going to
the national or regional economy rarher rhan directly
to farmers.
The estimated 15 million tonnes of imports represenr
the equivalent of 8 to 10 million acres or 4 million hec-
tares of barley in the Community and up ro 100 0OO
jobs in the agricultural industry or perhaps more. If
only 300/o of these cereal subsritures are converted to
milk prc,duction and butter, then we have the equiva-
lent of the toral amount of butter consumed in the Bri-
tish marlhet plus 50%. The people who complain about
the cost of the common agricultural policy should
realize that we can reduce it in half if we eliminate
these imports. If it is our policy to continue with them,
then we should not ask farmers to pay for them
through levies and restrictions on rheir producrion and
reduced prices.
President. 
- 
I call the Commission.
Mr Thorn, President of the Commission. 
- 
(FR) Mr
President, ladies and gentlemen, I should like to
remind Fou that, this year, there is a cenain link
between farm prices and the more general marter of
our mandate, something which concerns us all. This
link is not just a question of dares. It is due to the fact
that this year, when the Commission proposed its farm
prices and attendant measures, it wanted to give prac-
tical shape, as you requested, to the agricultural policy
that we in the Commission adopred in our reply ro the
30 May mandate. And, more generally, it is rhe whole
political context of the three pans of the mandare rhat
is pressing, with all irs weight, on rhe fixing of farm
prices. And the particularly difficult economic situa-
tion in which the Communiry has had ro acr for some
years no'w certainly has a profound effect on rhe farm
debate which you have all mentioned.
For all these reasons, the job of the Commission 
-which is not made up of expatriate officials but of peo-
ple who have a grasp of the problems of the different
countries 
- 
has nor been easy when it has come to
making proposals on prices and the arrendanr mea-
sures for 1982-83. And for all these reasons roo, rhis
House, Mr President, has to be panicularly careful,
more than ever before perhaps, abour rhe consequ-
ences of any decisions you help mke this year. I believe
that your vote, with its reasonable and its more exag-
gerated points, is imponant this year, more imponant
than at some other periods of our hisrory. To spell it
out 
- 
and I am glad rhat your debate has shown rhis
to anyone who was willing to follow 
- 
it is vital for
your conclusions to reflecr, in rhe fairest way possible,
two kinds of imperatives rhar are their own justifica-
tion. Those linked to the essential reorganization of
Community activiry and those linked to the economic
and social situation in the rural world.
Mr President, let none of us ever forget that the fixing
of farm prices is a kind of collective bargaining, as the
unions put it, which will regulate the lives of eight mil-
lion farmers and their families for ayear. This is some-
thing all too many people overlook when we srarl
these debates.
You, ladies and gentlemen, are familiar with the some-
times contradictory consrrainrs, I imagine, that we
have to contend with when drafting our proposals
eachyear. Your debates have in facr reflected this. Bur
I should like to emphasize the fact that it is the overall
medium-term conceprion of rhese proposals, of which
you too will feel the effect, which counts more rhan
details of the figures. The Commission's proposals do
not amount to an average price increase for one agri-
cultural year this year. They are part of a longer drive
to get European agriculture, the common agricultural
policy and the EEC's farmers out of rhe difficulr sirua-
tion they are experiencing with inrernal conditions and
external competition. This is the challenge of the eigh-
ties and it has to be raken up successfully. The propo-
sals that have been pur ro you are nor more rhan a first
step, feeble beginnings 
- 
which is why, when fixing
the farm prices, we have to look at rrends, where we
want to go, [he path which, like it or nor, we will all
have to follow.
\7e should now look at rhe twofold purpose of farm
prices. Their firsr job is keeping up rhe income of peo-
ple who work in agriculture and acting as a guide for
most agricultural products. Here the Commission is
suggesting an increase of 90/o on average. Bur the wide
range of proposals adopted was deliberately geared ro
the situation on our markets. So, whatever the average
level you want [o see prices fixed, rhe range srill has to
be open because it is one of rhe bases for reorientation
of the common agricultural policy. I have said ir once
and I shall say it again, our prices are fixed according
to our markets and our sales. This House knows all
too well what has happened and what is happening
even to our industrial producrs, parricularly in rhe iron
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and steel industry where the problem is one of sales
rather than production, to forget how dangerous this
son of situation is for the rural world.
It must be clear that, if the Commission had only paid
attention to farmers' incomes 
- 
as if we were in an
ivory tower and, in any sector, could ignore what is
happening in the rest of the Community 
- 
it would
have proposed higher prices as you might imagine.
That is a temptation for you too. But you have to real-
ize that the Commission had other imperatives. First,
the need to achieve a certain balance of the markets
and, second, the Communiry's budgemry constraints.
So please, two years before the end of your term of
office, do not make us follow one sort of policy and
ask us to follow another one, budget-wise, tomorrow.
Ve all have to try and establish a coordinated, general
policy that will be universally defended. It's now or
never.
This is why the Commission ultimately opted for a
fairer solution that took greater account of the differ-
ent situations facing the farmers of the Community.
Ve know that they are not all in particularly good
situations. \7e are all aware of this. The Commission is
proposing to iron out the consequences of different
rates of infladon by modulating price increases via a
large reduction in the MCA. So, it would be wrong to
say that nothing has been accomplished when only last
year the Commission proposed measures to increase
market support for wine, olive oil and fruit and veget-
ables. And lastly, to deal with the real concern 
- 
we
all recognize the fact 
- 
of some small farmers, parti-
cularly in the milk sector, the Commission is propos-
ing direcr assistance in rhe form of a modulation in the
rate of the co-responsibility lery. This is both a com-
promise and the only way out, as far as we are con-
cerned. The Commission is proposing to handle cer-
min difficult situations in the Mediterranean area by
large price increases for products from this region.
And I should also like to remind you, Mr President,
that, in 1981, the Council decided on an imponant
series of structural measures for the Mediterranean
areas.
Mr President, if I have insisted on this aspect of farm
incomes, it is because I know just how tragic the situa-
tion of some farmers is. I don't say all the farmers. Just
some of them. Price increases which are not made with
a view to a better balance of certain agricultural mar-
kets have harmful effects in the end. You know that as
well as I do. And these effects, I must stress. hit the
farmers first and foremost if our prices are badly
defined. You have to realize that our Community 
-and you witness this daily 
- 
cannot endlessly go on
supponing products for which there are no outlets or
for which we are unable [o create outlets.
Our Commission has made the same remarks about
other areas of industry, iron and steel in particular. As
you know, ladies and gentlemen, lots of jobs had to be
lost to prevent us from producing 30 000 000 t of steel
for which there were no outlets. \7ell, we could well
get the same situation in other fields too. So what we
have to do here is fix overall targets that are economi-
cally viable. \7hich is why, in accordance with the
agricultural guidelines, we proposed, in the Commis-
sion's answer to the mandate of 30 May, rhat there
should be price thresholds for certain products and
surpluses should be gradually absorbed over a five-
year period. So the Commission is proposing a solu-
tion, and not following it would be even more disas-
trous as far as the farmers are concerned.
I should also like to stress the fact that the Commis-
sion proposals are a unit and I would ask you, ladies
and gentlemen, so see them as such. It is a coherent
unit which is in line with what the European Parlia-
ment said in the resolution of 1981 
- 
I shall nor ven-
ture to remind you of it 
- 
on guidelines for the CAP.
The CAP is one of the pillars of European integration
- 
it has been, is and will go on being so 
- 
and its
privileged position means it has to show that it is able
to master the fundamental problems facing it.
Mr President, for more than two years now, the
CAP's scope has got broader and its expenditure has
gone up 
- 
and I can only whisper this 
- 
slower than
own resources. Too many people pretend to ignore
this. Farm price increases have not kept pace with food
price increases. European agriculture is even beginning
to stand up to comparison with the agriculture of its
big international partners. This is not defeat. It is vic-
tory. The improvements have to continue as there is
no alternative to this policy. The credibility of the
CAP is at stake, as is the credibility of rhis Community
that belongs to us all.
So 
- 
and by way of conclusion to these few words 
-it is absolutely vital for this debate to enable the
House, as I cannot emphasize too strongly, to make a
clear statement about rhe decision rc be taken next
week over the next few hours. I am convinced, please
believe me, that what you have to say is important and
that it must not be prey to political fantasy. Your mes-
sage has to be clear and, as far as I am concerned, it
has to say that you are resolute and guided by the
overall direction of our proposals. And, I hope, it will
have the suppoft of a large majority.
I have to say thar, having paid careful atrenrion to the
work of your Commirtee on Agriculrue, and to what
you have said over the pasr few hours 
- 
and please do
not blame me for this, Mr Presidenr 
- 
I am slighdy
worried about the contribution thar these discussions
might make. But I am confident in your wisdom and I
hope that tomorrow's vote will give farm price fixing
this year the son of stamp that will consolidate rhe
common agricultural policy and not threaren it. The
Commission will of course be proving, at rhe right
momen[ 
- 
in a few days, that is to say 
- 
rhar is has
the flexibility required of it. Nor endless flexibility, but
the son of flexibility that is necessary and indispensa-
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ble if the wishes of the House are to be integrated into
the Council decision. And here again, we want your
vote ancl your majority, for our flexibility and our
choice depend on them.
I ardendy hope, with conviction and confidence, lhat
the Member States will share our point of view. It is
vital, Mr President, for the future of the agricultural
community 
- 
and I say this, in particular, to all those
who are profoundly attached to it, I say this for the
future of the CAP and of the whole Communiry, in
view of the imponance of the CAP 
- 
that a coherenr
decision be taken, within the prescribed time, by the
Council. If this is the case, as I hope it is, we shall be
able to sily, once we have got the time limits respected
this year as they were last, that we will all of us have
fulfilled the conditions whereby the farmers are satis-
fied this year and, most imponant, can expect things
to be better in the future. \7e shall also be able to say
that the common agricultural policy is still in the
centre of things, the cornerstone of Community
policy.
(Applause)
Mr President. 
- 
I call Mr Horgan.
Mr Horgan. 
- 
Mr President, as a Socialist I have no
difficulry in accepting that the basic aims of the CAP
should include the provision of a decent standard of
living for all farmers, strengthening agriculture and
the elimination of unnecessary surpluses. Nothing
could be easier in principle and more difficult in prac-
tise. I could give a very practical example. For stability
in the long term cattle prices are covered by the CAP,
but it is even more imponant that the price suppon
mechanism for cattle be res[uctured so that it will be
as profitable for the farmer to sell his animals to a
meat factory as for live export. This is vital if the frigh-
tening rise in unemployment in the Irish meat indusry
is to be halted and reversed.
There is nothing unsocialist about attempting to sup-
port the living standards of farmers, especially small
and developing ones; this fact is being increasingly
recognized and defended by Socialism in other coun-
tries 
- 
France, Greece and Italy. I am encouraged by
this, just as I am still dismayed by the actions of some
of our colleagues on the Left, who will vote against
aid for s<>me of the smallest and poorest farmers in the
Mediterranean in the mistaken belief that the interests
of these farmers and of the urban worker are in some
way diametrically opposed.
It is also, of course, vitally important [hat our consu-
mers, especially the poorer ones, should be protected
from prir:e rises by domestic economic and social poli-
cies designed to safeguard and improve their standard
of living, and I believe that it is precisely Socialism
which can offer such policies. Agricultural and indus-
rial employment are two sides of the same coin.
Socialists have never believed in robbing one set of
workers to pay another. It is high time that Socialist
poliry towards agriculture staned to confront more
effectively some of the problems it is already attacking
in rhe industrial area, notably the problems of accumu-
lation, monopoly and the exploitation of workers.
Vhere the exploitation of workers is concerned, the
point can be made that the banks and the interests
behind them, which have long been the paymasters of
industry, are now becoming the new landlords in
farming as well.
Of course it is true that the CAP also supports a large
number of well-off farmers, but this must be tackled in
several ways within the structure of the CAP not only
by this Parliament but also and especially by the Com-
mission. It must be mckled on the national level by
progressive policies aimed at reducing social inequali-
ties. And it must be mckled by farmers themselves. The
myth that the big farming organizations speak equally
for all farmers must be challenged. It can be most
effectively challenged by the small farmers. The ciry
trade unionist does not march behind the banner of
the Federated Union of Employers, and it makes no
more sense for the desperate smallholders of Europe
to storm the Berlaymont in the interests of the ranch-
ers, the monopolists or the agri-business subsidiaries of
multinational corporations.
Some people believe that by cutting down on agricul-
tural spending we can increase social spending in the
Community. I ask them:what happened to the money
that was returned from agricultural funds last year?
Did it go into the Social Fund or the Regional Fund?
No, it went back to the national governments. As
vice-president of the Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, I yield rc nobody in my fight for a
decent Social Fund to tackle the appalling problem of
unemployment, but the reladonship berween agricul-
tural, social and regional spending is a problem which
is fundamentally not yet for this Parliament with its
limited powers but for the Council of Ministers and
for that shadowy non-Communitarian institution, that
ghost at the feast, the European Council. In the
absence of a properly funded social and regional pro-
gramme, for an Irish Socialist to vote against reasona-
ble increases for agriculture would simply be to refuse
bread today in the hopes of a bigger slice tomorrow. It
would be political anorexia.
I believe, Mr President, that many Irish farmers will be
surprised and heanened by the suppor[ that they have
had from the benches of the Socialist Group and
indeed the Communist Group in this debate here
today. I do not expect them to change their allegiance
overnight from the conservative political parties that
they have supponed for sixty years, but I would ask
them to accept that the reason they are getting the
support is not because they are farmers, not even
because they are lrish, but because they are workers
like the rest of us.
No 1-283/82 Debates of the European Parliament 25.3.82
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gerokostopoulos.
Mr Gerokostopoulos. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, fellow-
Members, we all without exception recognize the
imponance of the subject under discussion. I would
therefore be forcing the issue if I were to insist yet
again on emphasizing the imponance that our decision
will have for the fate of farmers in the Community and
of their families.
I shall therefore limit myself to certain necessarily brief
comments concerning the two texrs we are consider-
ing, namely the proposals of the Commission and the
proposed resolution of the Agriculture Committee
relating to the prices of agricultural products. I fol-
lowed with grea[ attention Mr Thorn's appeals and
exhortations, which somehow reminded me of the
song of the Sirens against which Ulysses had to fill his
ears with wax. All the same, I believe that both the
proposals of the Commission and the efforts of its
President 
- 
so far as they relate to the proposed
increase of 90/o in the price of agricultural products 
-even taking into account the discriminations envis-
aged, are totally unacceptable for the following rea-
sons:
Because rhey ignore the drasric fall in agricultural
incomes that has occurred in the last few years, to
combat which will require measures much more daring
than those proposed.
Because inadequate consideration has been given to
the fact that particular conditions apply to different
regions, for example differences in the evolution of
incomes, differences in the costs of production, or dif-
ferences in the agricultural yields, and finally rhe dif-
ferent inflation rates. Referring specifically to my own
country, Greece, I repeat what has already been said
by my colleague Mr Papaefstratiou, because the fac-
rors rhar make the proposed increase of 90lo rotally
unacceptable are very characteristic. Thus, the high
rare of inflation during 1981, amounting to 250l0, has
no hope of being reduced in 1982. Secondly, the high
proportion of our agricultural population, which is
close to 300/o of the entire population of Greece.
Thirdly, agricultural incomes amount ro only 40 to
50% of [he rncomes in other sectors of our economy.
It should also be noted thar in general the income of
those in work in Greece is no higher than 500/o of the
corresponding figure in the Community at large. As
for the proposed resolution of the Agriculture Com-
mittee, I recognize the notable and successful effort
made by its members, and particularly by its rappor-
teur Mr Curry, to face these particularities. Here too,
I do not consider satisfactory rhe proposed increase of
l4o/o.l would be able to supporu an incrase oI 160/o or
up to 16.30/0, as proposed by many colleagues and by
the farmers' organizarions, on condition that this
increase would have to be accompanied by a series of
supplemenrary measures aimed particularly at support-
ing the producers in Mediterranean countries, and
especially the small ones among them. On this point,
even though Mr Alavanos rs not here at the moment, I
dould like ro express my regrets at the way in which
he expressed himself about the colleagues who spoke
before he did. I imagine, however, that the cold recep-
tion accorded to his words by our colleagues here
present will have given him the appropriate answer to
his unacceptable and demagogic intervention. Mr
President, before I run out of time I think it essential
ro commenr on certain points in yesterday's speech by
the Presidenr-in-Office of the Council of Ministers,
Mr de Keersmaeker. This, because they suggesr an
oprimisric view about rhe satisfactory outcome of the
matter in hand from the work of the forthcoming
meeting of the Council. The points in question are as
follows: The expression of the principle thar the fixing
of agricultural prices should not be linked to the
atrempr ro solve all the Community's problems, the
emphasis on the fundamenral importance of the CAP
and the esrablishment of the need to give preferential
lreatment to Mediterranean products.
Mr President, permit me to express the hope that the
aspirations aroused in us by the Minister's declarations
will not come to nothing, and secondly the wish that
the Council will examine the entire problem in a way
that places greater weigth on polidcal and social cri-
teria rather than on narrow logistic concepts.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Sutra.
Mr Sutra. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Honourable Mem-
bers, can we line our price poliry up on one side and
our structural policy up on the other? Can we pur
Europe on one side and the Third \florld on the other
in Lom6 or any other agreements? Can we put Europe
on one side and the USA on the orher in GATT? Of
course we can't. And can policies be linked? It is diffi-
cult, no doubt, but can it be avoided? Ve cannot
afford to fail.
I should like rc thank Mr Thorn for one thing at least.
I did not agree with all he said, but he made it very
clear that the debate is not just one of farm prices but
of the whole issue of agricultural policy. And here,
there are a number of things we have to get right, in
particular the structural poliry and the price poliry 
-which are not in contradiction with each other. This
would only happen if what we have always proposed
in this House was refused, namely that Europe's res-
ponsibiliry to the farmers should be limited. There is a
limit and it depends on the volume of production,
which is why, as my friend Mr Eyraud said y'ust now,
we will support rhe Commission's proposal on durum
wheat. It sets an example. It has to be taken funher,
but it is an example and it reflects acceptance of a
principle we have already defended.
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European agriculture is sick, of course, but its sickness
is also called money. Until today, Honourable Mem-
bers, money and markets went together. '!7hen there
were collonial empires, we used ro have the dollar
zone, the sterling area and the franc zone. There was
one currr3ncy for one market. But today, we are trying
to run a market with 10 different currencies. It's hard.
Europe is trying to do something very difficult here. It
will surely be one of the institutional revolutions of the
century. But it must not be at the expense of the farm-
ers. I sh,culd like to thank Mr de Keersmaeker, the
Presidenr-in-Office, for his speech yesterday when he
proved that he had not forgotten what he had told us
in the Committee on Agriculture when he was recently
one of its members. So we do not agree with the calcu-
lation whereby a one-point increase in prices necessar-
ily means x number of millions in the budget. This
seems to us to be wrong. It's not true. There are far
too manlr other variables, particularly world prices and
the level of the dollar and other currencies. There is
no direct tie-up and we cannot accept the reasoning.
Mr President, I should like very quickly to say one or
two things about Mediterranean agriculture. As my
colleague', Mr Colleselli, said just now, these problems
can of course be solved. Yes, it is possible to have a
policy for fruit and vegetables, but goodwill alone is
not enough. \7hat we want is will, will alone, the will
to succee'd, something that is active, constructive and
strong. 'llhere has been goodwill up until now, of
course, h,ut what is wanted is a bit more courage. I
think it ir; fairly surprising that those people who want
the treatrnent offered to wine and fruit and vegetables
to be the same as rhat which forms the basis of the
common agricultural policy 
- 
that is to say guaran-
teed prices 
- 
are being taken to court and being told
that what they are doing is nor in rhe Community
spirit. But it is an essentially Communiry thing. It is the
basis, the very foundation of the common agricultural
policy in Europe and has been for 15 years, this notion
of guaranteed prices. Obviously it is not enough. \7e
also neecl structural policy. But it is unthinkable for
some Eur:opeans to have different righm from others.
You also have to realize, and here I am mlking to the
Council ,cf Ministers in particular, that those people
who are refusing the price guarantee for wine and
fruit and vegetables are in fact blocking Spain's entry
to the European Community.
Ve shall say yes to other policies. Yes to a social
policy when there are eight million unemployed. Yes
to a development policy and to solidariry with the
Third \7orld. But as I said a year, maybe two years
ago, we cannot get these policies off the ground by
scrimping; and saving on the common agricultural
policy. Ayear or two back, this was only an opinion.
But toda1, it is fact. Last year, we saved I 700 000 EUA
on the farm budget. Did this breathe fresh life into the
social poliry or the development policy? No, it did
not. The sums in question were paid back to the Mem-
ber States. This is what we said ayear or two ago. This
is what happened last year. Ve are sorry about it.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Frtih.
Mr Frtih. 
- 
(DE) The great batde has been foughr
'!7e have had our perennial debate on agriculture. I
should like to thank the rapponeur, Mr Curry, and to
express my admiration for two gentlemen in the
Chamber, who have had to bear the whole burden of
this debate, the President-in-Office of the Council of
Agriculture Ministers, our former colleague Paul de
Keersmaeker, and the Commissioner for Agriculture,
Mr Dalsager. They have had the hardest time. They
have had to sit here hour after hour and listen to argu-
ments. Allow me to say something about these argu-
ments.
I have been attending these debates on agriculture
since 7973. It has in fact been a sad chapter, because
my impression is that it is difficult to tell us anything.
It can almost be predicted who will get up and whar
line he will adopt. That is the way it has been for eight
years, and all we hear about the agricultural policy
from some quarters is destructive criticism. Other
quarters may sing the praises of the agricultural policy.
They think it is the greatest. I am really sorry that we
are apparently unable to learn from one another.
Just now I heard our honourable colleague Mr'!Vet-
ting saying that the agricultural policy is a self-service
shop. For whom? For the farmers' lobby, of course:
some people derived excessive benefits from the agri-
cultural policy, he said. That is what happens if you do
not read any reporrs on agriculture or study incomes
in agriculture. I do not know where these excessive
benefits come from and who is being worsrcd as a
result. But from the same side of the House I also hear
- 
and this makes me wonder 
- 
that there should be
a 16.30/o increase, and even that is not really enough.
Is our opinion-forming process not such that a group
at least cannot come to some kind of agreement, so
that our views may be taken seriously?
I am sorry that the President is not here. During the
speeches to mark the 25th anniversary of the Euro-
pean Community I was struck by the fact thar rhe only
unsatisfactory development he mentioned concerned
the agricultural policy. That may be the President's
opinion, but I am not sure that it is Parliament's, and
he was speaking on Parliament's behalf. Opinions
vary, but that is not the opinion of the majority. !7ha-
tever has happened, the agriculrural poliry has done
most for European unificarion. Unsatisfactory devel-
opments must be discussed, bur we cannot say this is
the only unsatisfactory development and overlook the
fact that there has been no development at all under
the energy, ranspon, social, regional and other poli-
cies and complain about something which has
undoubtedly laid the cornersrone of this Community.
\flithout the agricultural policy we would not have had
a European Economic Community or the European
Community or any of the other developments.
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I very much regret tha[ President Thorn is no longer
here. He described the overall picrure in excellent,
well-chosen words, but I would have liked to discuss
this with him. I am the last person not to want to view
agricultural prices and the agricultural policy in the
general context, even in the context of the famous
mandate of 3o May. But the big question is whether
that is the right way of going about it. I have the
impression that the intention here is to punish those
who have already done so much for European unifica-
tion, the farmers, and to say: Now it is your turn to
make sacrifices, so that we do not overlook the gen-
eral context. Various things are to be done at the
farmers' expense, it would seem.
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Van Hemeldonck.
Mrs Van Hemeldonck. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, the
position defended by some Members of this Parlia-
ment, which amounts to an increase in all farm prices
without distinction to a level well in excess of the 90/o
proposed by the Commission, is a real social disaster
for the low-income groups in the Community, and
first and foremost for the small farmers and panicu-
larly for farmworkers. A general increase in the prices
of agricultural products will in no way guarantee a
corresponding rise in the incomes of wage-earners in
agriculture. It is also a social disaster because of the
effect the increase in farm prices will have on the
Community's general budget. Once again the workers
of Europe are to be deprived of the financial re-sources
needed if a positive employment police is to be pusued.
I should also like to stress the disastrous effect on the
first victims of the economic crisis, the 11 million
unemployed and the 19 million pensioners, who form
the lowest-income category. 30 million families in the
Community are having to live on substitute incomes,
on social security benefits, on small pensions, and they
spend 40 to 500/o of the family budget on food. Undif-
ferentiated increases in farm prices will result in an
unprecedented increase in the burden on consumers.
The consumer organizations estimate this burden in
the longer term at 20 486 m u.a. 'We all know that an
increase in the prices of farm products in an excuse to
push up the profit margins of the food industry, the
middlemen and the distribution sector. The Commis-
sion itself admits that food prices paid by the con-
sumer rose by over 100/o between 1971 and 1981. Bur
at the same time the low-income groups, and particu-
larly the unemployed and the elderly, have suffered an
overall loss of purchasing power of 300/o as a resulr of
less favourable social provisions and the economic cri-
sis. !7e must see the decline in the consumption of the
more expensive dairy products such as butter and
cheese and of protein products in the form of mear as
a serious sign. Hence, Mr President, my urgent appeal
to the Commission to draw up a special new plan of
action to protect the consumer against any inordinate
increase in the prices of basic foodstuffs, meaning
food containing protein produced by both the dairy
and the meat sector, and also in the price of bread,
potatoes, and fruit and vegetables in season.
President. 
- 
I call the Commission.
Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commission. 
- 
(DA) Mr
President, I have followed this debate with great
interest, both yesterday and today, and I do not feel it
to be a burden, as Mr Friih put it, to be present here,
for the vast majority of the speakers and contributions
which have been made to the debate have shown very
clearly the keen interest which the Members of this
Parliament take in the agricultural policy. I do not
take the criticism of the Commission's proposals or of
the agricultural policy, which has been amply voiced
today, as criticism of the notion that we should have a
common agricultural policy, that we should keep to
this policy and that we should fight to ensure the sur-
vival of this Community. One of the key factors in this
is, of course, the common agricultural policy.
I do not need to give an account of the Commission's
position once again; I did that yesterday. I think
everyone understands that price increases are neces-
sary in order to improve the incomes of European
farmers. But everyone also knows that we think it
would be unwise for Parliament to adopt the provi-
sions contained in Mr Curry's proposed resolution.
In the shon time at my disposal this evening, I cannot
of course answer all the points which have been raised.
Many of them have already been dealt with by other
Honourable Members of thig House. I will merely
point out that I have taken note of many of the Mem-
bers' proposals. !7hen the Council comes to take its
final decision next week, I hope that the President of
the Council and I myself can make use of some of
these suggestions in working out the final solution
which, after all, will be a political solution.
There are perhaps two things which I should make
clear in the meantime regarding price levels. In the
first place, I still do not believe that all Members of
Parliament fully understand that the common price
increase is the increase which will apply in the national
currencies of the Member States. The facr remains,
however, that possible devaluations in rhe green cur-
rencies may give rise to considerably greater price rises
in some Member States. If the green devaluarions were
effective to their fullest extent, we should be ralking 
-over and above the common increase proposed by the
Commission 
- 
in terms of a funher rise in relarion ro
last year's price determination of over 90/o in Belgium
and Luxembourg, 60/o in Italy, 30/o in France, 30/o in
Denmark and perhaps 20/o in Greece. This means that
the real increase in terms of national currency is nor
90/o bw considerably more, for quire a few countries at
all events.
Secondly, some of our Greek colleagues have appar-
ently not taken inro account what the price increases
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will repr,esent in Greece in real terms against the back-
ground ,cf our price proposals and the price adjust-
ment which resulted from the Treaty of Accession. I
greatly regret that the most critical of the Greek col-
leagues are apparently absent and presumably do not
feel the need to take part in a dialogue on Greek prob-
lems, which are of great concern to us all. I would
point out that the price increases for certain products
in Greece will be over 200/0, for olive oil between 150/o
and 200/0, as for certain crops, such as oranges,
peaches, tomatoes and certain varieties of tobacco. As
proof of the fact that the Community is very con-
cerned to solve the problems of Greece 
- 
although
we have given no assurance that they would be solved
one year after accession 
- 
I would point out that, in
1982 andL 1983, Greece will receive payments from the
Agricultural Fund of an order which will make it one
of the chief beneficiaries: in 1983 it will stand to
receive I 000 million units of account. If that is consid-
ered to be a meagre result from membership of this
Community, I can assure the Greek representatives
that there are other Members of this Parliament and of
this Community who obtain much smaller returns
from their membership and from the agricultural
arrangements in this Community.
Vhat I am putting before you here are facts which the
Members of Parliament must consider before voting
tomorro\v. Your votes and your resolution will have a
political effect on the Council's decisions and on the
future of the common agricultural policy. But let me
remind you that you are not merely voting on the level
of prices but on somerhing which is perhaps of greater
importance: the associated measures.
In June last year, you voted for an adjustment of the
common agricultural policy in the specific direction of
production targets and of measures which would be
raken if the targets were exceeded. In January, the
Commission took these factors into account in its
price package. All we ask of you therefore, Mr Presi-
dent, coJleagues, is that you support the measures
which Parliament imelf voted should become a task for
rhe Comrnission.
Let me finally say a few words on the budget. This
Parliament carries responsibility for the budget. Parlia-
ment has repeatedly asked the Commission to draw up
a policy which would give more scope for pursuing
policies other than the agricultural policy alone, and to
make more funds available for policies other than the
agricultural policy. Through the last two price
increases. the Commission has been able to propose
higher price increases for farmers in recent years. At
the same time, we have 
- 
with the aid of manage-
ment, the world market and other factors which have
been in our favour 
- 
been in a position [o save some
resources which have enabled us to say to other policy
committees in Parliament and in the Council that there
is now money available for regional policy, social
policy or whatever. Savings have thus been made for
other purposes while, at the same time, no economic
problems have arisen for the Community's farmers as a
result of this policy, since they have gained more ben-
efit from the Communiry than before. They have real-
ized the prices which the Community guaranteed
them.
It is really not very imponant that we differ by a few
percent on the price increases; that is not what mat-
ters. I feel that it does matter when our views differ
and our paths separate on questions of principle,
which the Commission and Parliament have jointly
agreed should be pursued. If we change our minds on
agricultural policy, we change our minds on the objec-
tives we have set for ourselves in the Community and
we also change the prospects we have in the future of
making agricultural policy succeed in this Community
- 
not only for the benefit of the farmers but also for
the good of all the cooperation for which we bear a
common responsibility.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
The debarc is closed.
The vote will be aken ar the next voting time.1
(The sitting uas suspended at 6.30 and resurned at 9
P.m.)
IN THE CHAIR: MR GONELLA
Vice-President
4. Current status of the mandate of 30 May 1980
President. 
- 
The next. item is the interim report (Doc
l-l/82) by Mr Hopper, on behalf of the Committee
on Economic and Monetary Affairs, on the current
starus of the mandare of 30 May 1980.
I call Mr Hutton to speak on a procedural motion.
Mr Hutton, 
- 
Mr President, I have not received
today my copy of the 'rainbow' of yesterday proceed-
ings, and as far as I know this has not been available rc
any other Member. You will appreciate, Mr President,
that this is a very valuable help rc Members in their
work in this House, and I should be grateful if you
would be kind enough to look into the reason why the
'rainbow' has not come to the Members of this House,
1 Membership of Parliament: see Minurcs
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and perhaps ask whoever is sitting in your chair in the
morning to let the House know.
President. 
- 
I shall put the question you have raised
to the Bureau.
I call the rapporteur.
Mr Hopper, rapporteur. 
- 
Mr President, this morning
we celebrated the 25th anniversary of the European
Community; this afternoon we discussed one of the
more pressing problems of 1982 
- 
namely, agricul-
tural prices; and this evening we turn our attention to
what our French colleagues have called very aptly la
seconde gtniration 
- 
that is to say, the next 25years.
That is the subject of the mandate exercise and of the
mandate debate.
Most of us will agree that the mandate exercise had a
very unfonunate origin. It staned off, in the words of
a senior official of the Council of Ministers, as a fig-
leaf 
- 
a figleaf to cover the embarrassment which the
Council of Ministers felt about the budgetary prob-
lems of one Member State.
Like everyone else in this House, I regret the origins
of the debate, but I am happy to say that the figleaf
has acquired a life of its own and may even grow into
a tree. It has been apparent for some years that a
review of some of the policies of the Communiry was
due. The Spierenburg reporr, the repon of the Three
'!7ise Men and the Plumb report were all, in their dif-
ferent ways, moves in the right direction; but, if I may
say so, they generated more light than heat. The great
debate never took off.
It would be too much to say thar the mandare debate
has excited widespread interest. In my own country, I
doubt if one person in a thousand knows the meaning
of the term. But it has generated widespread activiry
and interest in eight of the Parliament's commitrees, in
the Commission, in the Council of Ministers and even
in the European Council. It has focused all of our
minds on the need for a basic review of policy. This is
not to say that all our policies are wrong; merely thar
some may be wrong, that some could be improved and
that some new policies may be needed.
So far, the mandate debate has been no more [han an
opponunity. There is the original mandate itself: a
very peculiar document indeed, a kind of Rosetta
Stone of incomprehensibility. As a Scor rrained in bibl-
ical exegesis, I may perhaps have some advantage over
my colleagues when it comes to analysing it. Then
there is the Commission's response, which took
13 months to gestate, like an elephant. Some of us
would consider it rather a thin elephant. After that
came the 12 supplementary documents, some weak,
others quite interesting. As the rapporreur, I rhink I
can say that the majority of the members of the Com-
mittee on Economic and Monetary Affairs have felt
considerable dissatisfaction with the qualiry of the
Commission's product, but I would ask my colleagues
not to allow themselves to sink into a slough of des-
pond and negation.'lThatever has gone before, we
need strong, positive attitudes in all the Insritutions of
the Communiry, including our own. Great things have
been achieved in the last 25 years, and greater things
lie ahead.
The interim report before you today contains a few
simple messages. '!fl'e want the mandate exercise to be
treated as a whole and to be completed as soon as pos-
sible. Ve want the proposals in Chapter 1 ro be tran-
slated into acrion. !7e deplore the facr that there is still
an impasse in Chapters 2 and 3 concerning agriculture
and the budget, and urge the need for a speedy settle-
ment. In the contexr of the budget, ru'e urge rhe estab-
lishment of a mechanism of a general, rather than spe-
cific nature.
Parliament has had very little r6le to play in rhe man-
date exercise until now. There was little we could do
until such time as the Council of Ministers reached
agreement on budgetary matters. I do hope that Mr
De Keersmaker will be telling us in a few minutes that
agreement on these marters is about to be reached.
Parliament will then have something ro ger its teeth
into for our final mandate report and debate in June.
Thereafter we may hope to devote the greater pan of
our time lor a year or more to helping ro ranslate
these proposals into law.
The Right Honourable Member for Nonh Manches-
ter remarked yesterday that of rhe two resolutions
before the House this week, rhe repon on agricultural
prices was more important rhan the mandate reporr. I
do not wish to disagree, excepr ro say this. In ten years
from now no one will remember what the price of
milk was in 1982, bur in ten years' time people may
look back on the mandate exercise as a landmark in
the history of our Communiry.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call the Council.
Mr De Keersmaeker, President-in-Offce of the Coun-
cil. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, my reporr on rhe srare of
the discussions on the mandate will be briefer than it
would have been a few days ago. Nor because things
have come to a standstill. On the conrrary. Some pro-
gress was again made at last Tuesday's meering, but
the process of rapprochementthar began the day before
yesterday has not yer been complered. There is still a
need for caution. The Presidency is, of course, pre-
pared 
- 
I can tell you rhat now 
- 
to produce a
repon in due course on what is done on 3 April as a
result of the new proposals that have been put for-
ward.
25.3.82 Debarcs of the European Parliament No 1-283/87
De Keersmaeker
As you linow, the European Council reached a wide
measure of agreement on the first two aspects of the
Commission's proposal at its meeting last November
to discuss the Commission's report on the mandate of
30 May 1980. It instructed the Council to find solu-
tions to the four remaining problems, which concern
the dairy sector, Mediterranean products, the trend in
farm spending in the Community and above all the
budgetary problem. During our discussions in Decem-
ber and 
.fanuary we reached conclusions on Mediter-
ranean produc6, still on a condidonal basis, of course,
to the extent that there is only agreement on the
aspects I have mentioned where agreement is reached
on all the instructions included in the mandate. A con-
ditional agreement has thus been reached on Medircr-
ranean products, and considerable progress has also
been made towards agreement on the dairy sector and
more specifically as regards what are known as the
problems of the small producers and the trend in agri-
cultural spending. I would emphasize that considerable
progress has been made, but an agreement as such has
not yet been reached.
The budget problem is still the major difficulty, how-
ever, and has recently become the stumbling-block. I
should explain this. The British Government's request
for an improvement in the ratio of its conribution to
the Community budget to expenditure by the Euro-
pean Community from which the United Kingdom
benefits has resulted in a doctrinaire, not to say a
theological debate on the various proposals relating to
content and procedures as a means of finally opening
this file. As you know, use is made of general guide-
lines, which are designed to make it possible for all the
aspects of the mandate to be executed. These guide-
lines should, however, be supplemented at a later stage
to cover the precise amount of compensation to be
paid to the Member States concerned and the manner
in which this compensation is to be financed. The con-
sideration of these guidelines in the Council very soon
focused on the concept of digressiveness, which some
feel should be conditional, continuing, therefore, only
as long as some Member States are exposed to what is
called an 'unacceptable situation' where the Com-
munity budget is concerned. This means that digres-
siveness was regarded as acceptable only to the extent
that it should spring from a reduction of the burden
imposed by the budgemry problem, seen, of course,
from the British Government's point of view, a reduc-
tion which, with the passage of time, should be the
result of the financial effects of new Community poli-
cies on the budgetary situation of the Member State
concerned. But as you know, the other Member States
were unable to accept an arranBement that amounted
to recognition of a right to compensation likely to
become permanent and applicable without distinction.
Although the informal meeting of the Foreign Minis-
ters of 14 and 15 January removed many of the differ-
ences of opinion, by the end of these talks it was clear
that an approach involving guidelines followed at a
later stage by a decision on the precise amount to be
paid in compensation would not produce the desired
results. A decision was not therefore taken at the
meeting of 25 lanuary, and the Presidents of the
Council and Commission, Mr Tindemans and Mr
Thorn, were then instructed to make bilateral contacts
with the Member States to see how further action
might be aken to find a solution. Ve must honesdy
admir that the results of these effons by the two Presi-
dents gave rise to some concern and even relative disil-
lusionment. The differences of opinion, of which we
were aware, were tending to become more rather than
less acute. Nor is this really surprising when it is
remembered how important were the items being dis-
cussed both for the individual Member States and for
the Community as a whole. The Council is therefore
especially happy today to be able ro say that at our
meeting on Tuesday we managed not only to avoid a
clash of views and to act in a constructive spirit, but
also to take a step towards a possible solution in the
shape of a proposal that boils down to the following:
The proposal is that for a given period the United
Kingdom should receive compensation in the form of
a lump sum where the situation undergoes substantial
change. I wish to sress that this compromise proposal
was drawn up by President Tindemans and President
Thorn at the urging of the delegations, and in my view
and in the view of the Presidency it is a proposal
which I sincerely believe contains suggestions that may
make for a balanced solution for the countries con-
cerned and for the European Community. All the
delegations have expressly stated their great interest in
these suggestions and feel that they form a valuable
basis in the search for an agreement. \7e must not, of
course, close our eyes to the fact that we have not yet
achieved our objective, but I would emphasize that the
situation looks a great deal different from a few days
ago. In the first place, we have a plan for a solution,
the general line of which has been favourably received
by all the delegations. This will enable us to work
towards our goal. Secondly, we are now happy to say
that there is a preceptible will to succeed and a spirit of
reconciliation, which were previously absent. Come
what may, 3 April will be a decisive day, which I hope
will put an end, a happy end to a debate which will be
of vital importance for the immediate and long-term
future of the European Community. You may in any
case rest assured that the Presidency will do every-
thing in its power to achieve that objective, taking
account of your debate today and the decision you
take on the basis of the Hopper report.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call the Socialist Group.
Mr Papantoniou. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, the proposed
resolution of the Committee on Economic and Mone-
tary Affairs on the Mandate of May 30th aims to exert
pressure upon the European Parliament to assume its
responsibilities and to come to an agreement at its sit-
ting of 29 March.
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The proposed resolution contains some poinrs with
which the Socialist Group are wholly in agreement. I
refer mainly to the fact rhat rhe Mandate of May 30th
offers the opportunity for a general review of social
policy with the aim of promoring rhe alignmenr of the
economies of Member States, and of dealing with rhe
problems of accommodating the new members from
Southern Europe in a way that avoids the creation of
unacceptable situarions.
However, there are points in the proposed resolution
concerning which our agreemenr is shadowed by ser-
ious reservations, and even some points on which we
disagree. As is known, rhe Commitree's proposals
come under three headings: the developmenr of Com-
munity policies apar[ from the CAP, the review of the
CAP in a way which will not conflict with im basic
principles, and finally the conrribution of rhe United
Kingdom to rhe Communiry's Budget.
The proposed resolution characrerizes these proposals
as an acceptable basis of agreement. On the conrrary,
the Socialist Group believe rhat they do not consrirure
a satisfacrory basis for agreemenr, granted that so far
as the development of non-agriculrural policies is con-
cerned, they are too vague and unclear and moreover
they take no account. of the critical problem of finding
the requisite financial resources. The proposed resolu-
tion recognizes that the three chapters of the mandare
are interrelated, constitute a unitary whole, and that
they must be examined rogerher. ft adds, however,
that disagreements on the subjecrs of agriculrure and
the Budget must not impede progress towards the
other common policies, panicularly the strengthening
of the internal market, the formulation of appropriate
social, industrial, regional and energy policies, and the
support of productive investment and the srrengrhen-
ing of International Monerary Collaboration.
The Socialist Group have serious reservarions on this
point. To be specific, we believe that it will prove
exceptionally difficult to find a permanen[ and satis-
factory solution to the problem of allocating the bur-
dens of the Community's Budget without first review-
ing the CAP, so as ro safeguard the smallholders,
panicularly in the Medererranean regions, and rhe
development of the other common policies.
The proposed resolution also emphasizes rhar it, is
unacceptable for the problem of the United Kingdom's
contribution to rhe Community's Budget to be dealt
with on a remporary basis. On the conrrary, a new
financing mechanism musr be formulated, based
mainly on the economic srrengrh and the per-capita
income of each Member Srate. On rhis point we agree,
but we believe thar insufficient emphasis has been laid
on the basic principle thar must govern an overall dis-
posal of the problems contained in rhe Mandate of
May 30th, in other words rhe clear transfer of
resources from the richer to the poorer countries and
regions. Let us not forget that the Community was
formed on the basis of the interesrs of its six founder-
members, and thereafter developed like a club of rich
countries with similar economic struc[ures. This
development was accompanied by an extension of the
inequalities between the rich and rhe poor regions,
particularly between the Nonh and rhe South.
The incorporation of a marure and individualistic
economy such as thar of the United Kingdom, and
later that of a Mediterranean developing economy
such as Greece, exacerbated the problems of unequal
development and created unacceptable situations thar
cannot be dealt with on the basis of the existing
mechanisms.
The Mandarc of 30 May, in connection with the prob-
lem of Britain's contribution to rhe Common Budget,
and the appeal for special adjusrmenm just submitted
by the Greek Governmenr are living proof of the delay
in adapting rhe Communiry ro a broader Europe.
Mr President, with this opponuniry I would like to say
that the Greek applicadon is based on rhe unsuimbiliry
of the existing Community insritutions and mechan-
isms for coping with the regional and social inequali-
ties within the area of rhe Community, and on a mis-
understanding of rhe parr.icular features of the Greek
economy.
If the Community lets slip the opportunity provided by
the Mandare of May 30rh, leaving the established
mechanisms untouched, ir risks condemning itself rc
chronic stagnarion or even to dissolution. On the
other hand, if it proceeds with daring and imaginarion
to develop policies adapted ro the special needs of the
poorer counrries and regions, it will lay the founda-
tions of a just and dynamic Europe.
Finally, Mr President, as a representative of the
Socialist Group, I would like to declare my opposition
to the incorporarion of the Drachma inro the Euro-
pean Monetary System, which is proposed in para-
graphg, for the reasons that I had the opponunity ro
develop during the voring on the Purvis reporr.
Mr President, the reservarions I have expressed on the
proposed resolution of the Committee on Economic
and Monetary Affairs are important. However, they
do not negare our general appreciation that the pro-
posed resolution corresponds to the basic aims of the
Socialist Group. For this reason, we shall vote in
favour of the proposed resolution.
President. 
- 
I call the Group of rhe European Peo-
ple's Pany (Chrisrian-Democraric Group).
Mr Giavazzi. 
- 
(17) Mr Presidenr, colleagues, like
the rapporteur, I wish to begin by recalling rhat rhis
debate is uking place ar a moment of double signific-
ance: the day on which we are celebrating the
wenty-fifrh anniversary of rhe signing of the Treaty
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establishing the Community and a few days before the
European Council which, hopefully, will conclude the
long discussions mentioned this morning by Presidenr
Thorn in a spirit of some dejecdon which one cannor
but share.
I mention these points, not for effect, but for two very
good reasons: firstly, to remind all of us of our res-
ponsibilities and secondly, because without such a
deadline, we could not tackle the subject matter of the
resolution we are discussing.
It must be said, first of all, that this is an interim
repon. As such, it fulfils two of the functions indicated
by Parliament as essential for implementation of the
mandate of 30 May: it contributes 
- 
albeit inade-
quately 
- 
to the procedure begun with the mandate
and it sem out the principles for interpretadon of the
mandate starcd by Parliament and supported 
- 
ar
least in approach 
- 
in the Commission's documents.
It is also a resolution whose primary 
- 
not to say
almost exclusive 
- 
function is to remind the Council
of its duty which, in view of the Community's situa-
tion and the undue delays which have already
occurred since the mandate, calls for more than just
evasive or deferred decisions.
However, despite the fact that it fulfils these functions
and contains some interesting and practical suBges-
tions for dealing with the current difficulties, we feel
that the resolution does not, in its present form, cover
in sufficient deail the wide range of subjects involved
in the implementation of the mandate.
The group which I have the honour to represent in
this speech, while reaffirming its wish that Parlia-
ment's contribution should stimulate and encourage
implementation of the mandate, will make its adoption
of the resolution subject to acceptance of those
amendments which complete it in accordance with the
group's guidelines. These guidelines were contained in
the previous resolutions adopted by Parliament by a
large majority, which interpreted the mandate not as a
mere accounting exercise but as a relaunching of the
Community's essential policies.
The group therefore awaits practical implementing
proposals which can legally be implemented before
considering the status of the mandare in grearer detail,
both with regard to the individual sectors involved and
the general aspects.
This reservation is even more valid in view of the com-
munications of the representative of the Council,
which we consider extremely praiseworthy in them-
selves and for the personal effon involved in produc-
ing them, but which show to an even greater extent
the need to consider and assess the new situation in
detail.
However, these measure must be capable of launching
a genuine process of transformation of the Com-
munity's situation, especially with regard to the more
alarming and urgent aspects such as unemployment,
inflation and loss of competitiveness, which the Com-
mission itself has indicated as having priority in its
analysis of the present situation.
To return to the more immediate future, while recent
events give some grounds for hope that certain parti-
cularly worrying obstacles may be overcome, such as
the budget controversy, this does not mean we should
now feel that the worst is over. The crisis will only be
postponed for a short time if we fail to tackle the roots
of the problems which have been revealed by the facm
and highlighrcd by the mandate, with courageous
adjustments to existing policies, the launching of the
necessary new policies, the provision of adequate
funds and above all, with political will and the provi-
sion of powers for the institutions which must express
it. This has all been said before and widely sup-
ported: the time has now come to act. If we do not,
today it will be the United Kingdom, tomorrow some
other State, but we will never escape from the crisis of
'renationalizadon' of the Community. The resolution
under discussion has some sound ideas to offer on this
point but I shall not dwell on them now. In this
regard, the resolution can only act as an intermediate
and necessary step towards a more detailed, wide-
ranging study.
The important thing is to use what unites us as a basis
for finding solutions instead of making our divisions
an occasion for blackmail. It is also essential that wha-
tever solution is adopted to eliminare situations which
are intolerable to one or other Member State, should
consist of measures that are in line with the develop-
ment of Community policies. This will apply in parti-
cular if general compensatory measures are required
to accompany the provisions for the United Kingdom.
Only in this way will it be possible to avoid the gradual
disintegration of the Community heritage, which
would stan an irreversible process of decline of the
Community.
Now that we have diagnosed irs ills and prescribed the
necessary remedies, what credibility will the Com-
munity have if we fail to reach agreement. on the
means of implementation and do not, in a spirit of
solidarity, overcome the obstacles which admittedly
exist but are not insurmountable?
'!fle would therefore remind the Council yet again that
the Community's future will depend on rhe way its
policies are readujusted. It will be at risk if inadequate
action is [aken or, worse still, none at all. Parliament
which, as the only directly elected institution, has the
responsibility of conscientiously carrying our a much
wider mandate, cannot allow such a situation to con-
tinue.
The observation was made here this morning 
- 
and I
must give Mr Thorn credit for his passionate belief in
Europe 
- 
that it is not so much the problems rhem-
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selves which are discouraging since, in a way, they are
inherent in a complex, heterogeneous structure such as
the Communiry. \fhat gives greatest cause for concern
is the manner of adjusting to [he state of crisis and the
apathy which is leading to disintegration. This state of
affairs must be remedied in a practical way through
acts of political will which go beyond mere statements
of principle.
This is the only way in which we can support the act-
ion necessary for implementation of the mandate.
(Applause frorn tbe Centre)
President. 
- 
I call the European Democratic Group.
Sir Henry Plumb. 
- 
Mr Presidenr, Mr President-in-
Office of the Council and Mr President of the Com-
mission, the purpose of the debarc we are having now
is to bring the influence of the Parliament to bear
upon next week's meeting of the European Council in
the hope that at long last some real progress can be
made on the restructuring and the relaunching of the
Community. Accordingly I hope that other groups will
join with me in expressing their support for the docu-
ment that has bien drawn up by my colleague, lfilliam
Hopper, and I would like to take this opportunity of
drawing the House's attention to the amendmenrs that
have been tabled in my name on behalf of the Euro-
pean Democratic Group.
This, Mr President, is not the occasion to go into the
details of the different proposals brought forward by
the Commission under the terms of the 30 May man-
date. The Commission will know from its previous
debates that we have a number of reservations con-
cerning them. But I want very much to underline the
general principle brought our in paragraph 10 of Mr
Hopper's motion namely, that wherever progress can
possibly be made it must be made. Neither the Com-
mission nor the Council should wait until all three
chapters of the mandate are agreed before going
ahead with any one of them. Only in this way can the
movement for the reform of the Community gain the
necessary impetus.
Mr President, it will come as no surprise ro this House
if I devote perhaps a little time to the origins of the
mandarc exercise. It arose, as is well-known, from the
unacceptable situation in which the United Kingdom
found imelf both actually and in the longer term in res-
pect of its overall pattern of contributions to and
receipts from the Community budger. The Bridsh
Government saw no jusdfication for a situation in
which one of the poorer Member States was the
second largest net conrributor to a Community dedi-
caled, at least in name, to the convergence of Member
States' economies. I say, no justificadon; there is of
course an explanation in economic and historical
terms. But to explain why something has arisen does
not necessarily make it any more acceptable. \7hat the
British Government is asking for is the acceptance at
Community level of a principle long familiar to us in
the context of our national economies . That is the
principle of financial solidarity between the rich and
the poor regions and I am sure that there is no one in
this House who would be opposed to this principle
and no one who would object to giving it concrete
:;Or:.ttt., 
across the whole range of Community poli-
In other words, Mr President, if convergence and soli-
darity are to be more than mere catch phrases; if the
Community's inter.nal cohesion is not to be put at risk,
and with it the prospects of a future progress both now
and wirhin a Community ol tZ; if the citiziens of the
Community are not to be continually confronted by
the prospect of a Council reserving to itself the power
of final decision but incapable of making up its mind,
then next week's European Council and the meeting
of Foreign Ministers on 3 April simply must make sub-
stantiaI progress along the lines suggested by the
Commission.
I would like now to touch on rhe reform of the com-
mon agricultural policy or the improvements in the
common agricultural policy as it affects the Commis-
sion's mandate. 'S7e debated this last June on the basis
of a report I drew up in the Committee on Agriculture.
The House may like to note that an amendment has
been tabled in the name of my group calling for
increases in agricultural expenditure to be kept in line
with increases in own resources, thus of course making
available more money for Community actign, particu-
larly in the social and economic fields and panicularly
for measures to combat unemployment. I know that
this is in line with the Commission's thinking and I
hope that the House can support it.
As I said in June my aim is to make our agriculture
more consistent and more cost-effecrive. For it to be a
truly common policy we must eliminate national aids.
For the Community ro discharge its responsibilities in
the world, we musr establish coherent policies on food
aid and on agricultural expons. For the common agri-
cultural policy to be cosr-effective, we musr find ways
of making better use of taxpayer's resources in respecr
of price support and of expon subsidies and we musr
be more fiexible in respecr of imporrs, panicularly of
those producm which the Communiry does not prod-
uce in sufficient quantities, and if we make progress
along these lines, we shall not only have improved rhe
common agricultural policy, bur we shall have made
substantial progress towards the convergence of our
economles.
Now, Mr President, this morning we heard speeches
by three Presidenm ro commemorare rhe signing
25 years ago of the Rome Trearies. Excellent speeches
they were. And may I say how much I regret, and I
know this feeling is widely shared in my own group
and perhaps elsewhere, that my country was not
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among the founder members of the enterprise whose
first quaner century we celebrate today. It is no reflec-
tion on the wisdom and on the foresight of the ori-
ginal Six that this evening we should be discussing a
document which foreshadows profound changes in the
character of our Community, changes which can and
mus[ serve to relaunch the Community in the eyes of
the world and in the affections of the European
citizen.
It is my profound belief that such a relaunching must
take place. A Europe which fails to measure up to the
challenges of today will become irrelevant, impotent
and incapable of taking the place in the world to
which it is entitled by virtue of im achievements. These
challenges can only be successfully faced in a spirit of
solidarity 
- 
a spirit which I believe will flow from the
measures undertaken as part of the resructuring ini-
tiarcd by the 30 May mandarc, it is in this sense that I
recommend the report to the House and urge the
Commission and the Council to bring their delibera-
tions to a speedy conclusion.
Finally, Mr President, I should like to take this oppor-
tunicy of expressing my group's gratitude particularly
to Mr Tindemans, whom I have known for many
years, for the very close personal interest he has taken
in finding a solution to the problem of restructuring
the Community budget. Ve very much hope that the
generous and imaginative proposal he has recently put
forward as President-in-Office of the Council can
form the basis of a long-lasting agreement.
Mr Bonaccini.- (17) Mr President, for the second
time in four months we find ourselves discussing an
interim report on this subject. I think Mr Hopper
deserves credit for his perseverance in completing a
laborious task in what were undoubrcdly difficult cir-
cumstances. After four months of serious discussions
and evasion of the issues, ambiguous announcements
and resolute statements, nothing has emerged to allow
us to take an optimisric view of the development of
this 'infant' born on 30 May 1980 who is now two
years of age, talks a lot but cannot yet walk. By 'walk'
I mean take steps to relaunch and reform Community
policy.
'S7'e can only confirm our conclusions of November
last 
- 
all negative 
- 
concerning the role played by
the Council in the initial definition of the mandate and
our assessment of certain contributions by the Com-
mission, even though these were still only drafrcd in
general form. Four months later, after two years'
work, we can no longer allow ourselves to gloss over
the facts. Instead, we must objectively report omis-
sions, responsibility and neglect. There is still no sign
of the more specific details and proposals promised by
President Thorn. The President of the Commission
has chosen instead [o act as mediator between the
Governments, despite the fact that this does not form
part of his normal functions. Ve are now, therefore,
caught between blackmail and the risk that all our
achievements in Europe will be desroyed, and aban-
donment of any idea of relaunching and renewing the
integration process in the various fields.
In any case, even if either of these two possibilities
should come [o pass, the decline of the Community, of
which President Danken spoke so passionately and
eloquently this morning, would nevertheless continue
and indeed even accelerate. President Tindemans has
expressed the hope that Europe will find resources and
men equal to the present situation. However, I must
say that to me his hope seems to be more the expres-
sion of a shipwreck mentality than a real expectation
of fruitful action, at leas[ in the present circumstances.
\7e all wish 
- 
I think 
- 
ro exert pressure on the
European Council and on the following Council of
3-4 April but already it looks as if our wish has, to a
large extent, been thwarted. The information we have
just received from the President of the Council con-
cerning the intergovernmental compromise now being
finalized is extremely serious. Once again there has
been a surrender to the concept of the 'just return', to
which Parliament is and always has been opposed.
This concept now appears to be firmly esmblished for
future years through the manner in which it is to be
put into effect. At this point, now that a large pan of
the acquis communautaire that belongs to the very con-
cept of the Community has been set aside, new ques-
tions and new unexpected demands are emerging at
the intergovernmental negotiations.
It seems that the President of France has said that his
Government does not consider itself bound by these
consultations. Since this information is only second-
hand, I naturally treat it with some reservations; but if
it is true, then we can only conclude that the conflict
will go on.
Our present course justifies the pessimism which
marked the speeches celebraring the twenty-fifth anni-
versary of thC signing of the Treaties of Romi and was
also linked with the matter of the loans, the failure of
the EMS and so on. I must conclude by paraphrasing
what was said this morning: Parliament will only be
defeated if it accepts defeat.
Ve have tabled some amendments proposing that the
1% limit for own resources should be exceeded; that
in the event of disagreement on this matter, there
should be conciliation procedure between the Council
and Parliament; and that discussion of the Mediterra-
nean policy and the removal of disparities, an integral
and crucial pan of the mandate of 30 May, should be
resumed.
In the vote on the motion for a resolution as a whole,
we shall take account of the debate and the vote on
the amendments. Ve call on our colleagues from all
groups to be prepared to fight a long, hard, political
battle, borh in our committees and in the national Par-
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liaments, to restore strength and cohesion ro rhe Com-
munity and the process of European integration in all
fields. They will thus be exercising that right ro speak
on behalf of the peoples of Europe of which Parlia-
ment. is extremely proud.
Three great challenges of our society have to be met:
unemployment, which has already been menrioned,
'de-indusrialization' and loss of competiriveness. Nor
one of our States could defeat these challenges alone
and everyone in this Parliament must. be fully aware of
that. '!fle hope that each individual and each political
group will be capable of facing up to the responsibili-
ties of the present time, without reservations.
President. 
- 
I call the Liberal and Democratic Group.
Mrs Scrivene r. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, honourable
Members, I in fact have only two [hings to say.
First of all, I should like to explain why I rabled rwo
amendmenm, to paragraphs 11 and 12 of the draft
resolution.
Ve feel that we need to say, once more, that, although
we of course have to solve the problem of the British
contribution, and Parliament has indeed underraken to
solve it, any solution, basically, has to be a temporary
one. If it were not, then when we gor problems like the
one facing the United Kingdom roday or any orher
Member State tomorrow, we whould slide down the
dangerous slope ro a situation where the concept of a
fair return would be unable to be avoided. And while
we are saying all this, we are extremely worried
because the agreement in principle just obtained in
Brussels seems to be pointing in this direction. You
have to admit, ladies and gentlemen, thar this is a very
strange 25th binhday presenr for rhe Treaty of Rome
and I do not believe, Mr de Keersmaeker, that it is a
step in the right direcrion. But let us hope rhat our
fears do not turn out to be fully founded over [he nexr
few days.
It is imponant to remember 
- 
and this rather seems
to have been lost sight of 
- 
that it is rhe development
of existing common policies or rhe crearion oT new
ones that should enable us to avoid unacceptable situa-
tions cropping up for one or other of rhe Member
States in the future. These are the very rerms of the
mandate of 30 May. For isn'r ir obvious that, if there
was a wider range of Community acrions, then Europe
would be giving each of its Member Srares more
opponunity for improving its situation? So if the new
policies exist, then it does not seem necessary ro ser up
a piece of financial machinery rhat is linked to what is
an essentially short-term situation. This is why the aim
of the second amendmenr is to delete paragraph 12.
But of course 
- 
and don't misunderstand me here 
-there is still a need, as Parliament has already emphas-
ized, for a global financial mechanism, which has yer
to be defined, that will make for greater convergence
among the Member States.
The second thing I have to say is that I wish rc draw
your attention to a misinterpretation of the facts which
is contained in the report. It gives the impression that
the first pan of the mandate, the development of com-
mon policies, that is to say, has been carried out and
that the European Council no longer needs to worry
about it. But what has really happened? Norhing at all,
apart from extending the new Community instrument.
Nothing has even been planned. So the next European
Council ought to take another look, no doubt as a
matter of priority, at what we call the first pan of the
mandare of 30 May.
And those, Mr President and honourable Members,
were the one or two remarks that I felt someone
should make this evening.
(Applause frorn the Liberal and Democratic Group)
President. 
- 
I call the Group of European Progressive
Democrats.
Mr Deleau. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, ladies and genrle-
men, this is the first time since the installarion of this
Assembly elected by universal suffrage and since we
decided to hold an extraordinary sitting on agricul-
tural prices that we have had another item on the
agenda. On the commirree, I asked for the repon by
our colleague Mr Hopper not to be pur on the agenda
of the agricultural price session because I did not want
to give the impression tha[ we were mixing farm prices
and the 30 May mandate, which is a general maner.
So I am very happy to complain again this evening
about the package, that has been in existence for a
number of months now, whereby farm problems,
budget problems and Community problems are all
lumped together.
So, on the occasion of the discussion of Mr Hopper's
report 
- 
I should like rc congratulare him on the
work he has done, although I do not agree with his
conclusions 
- 
we should like formally ro renew our
support for the common agricultural policy, which is
indeed the only policy that can ensure that farmers get
a proper income, the only policy that can ensure regu-
lar food supplies and the only poliry that holds out
any hope for a solurion to the problem of hunger in
the world. The debare on rhe 30 May mandare has
revealed that, for several years now, one of rhe mem-
bers of the Community has been blocking the fixing of
farm prices, to the detriment of the rural world, in
order to obrain a reducrion in its financial contribu-
don. This is inrolerable and we cannor accepr ir. '$7e
have said once and we will say again that, if one of the
Member Stares of the Community cannot or will not
abid'e by the basic rules, rhen those that wish to must
contemplate new srrucrures. The justification for the
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Community is the desire to make progress and
involvement in Europe should bring each of the parti-
cipants greater assets, as indeed it always has. Making
fair returns a Community law is deliberately turning
one's back on progress and plunging Europe into
immobiliry. Making one oi two changes to the system
is a pretext for preventing new common policies from
being forged and interfering with practical projects to
get Europe off the ground again.
'$7'e have, alas, to realize that the mandate of 30 May
is out-of-date. 'S7'e can all feel Europe weakening on
this 25th anniversary of the Treary of Rome. Ve all
know full well that the procedure of the 30 May man-
date is a failure, although that mandate was supposed
to be the springboard from which the Community
would be relaunched. \7e have a long way to go. This
morning, President Gaston Thorn complained about
the cumbersome way the Community operates. And
rightly so. \7e fully share his views. Vhat he said was
- 
and this is something we should remember 
- 
that
eight months of discussions, one European Council,
six ministerial sessions and two missions had failed to
yield an overall solution to the 30 May mandate, \7ill
the Hopper report do any better? \7ill anyone listen to
Parliament? These are two questions I dare not
answer. But I shall ask two more and I should like an
answer to them. How, in conditions like this, can
European integration be achieved? \7ill we find the
political will to complete the task? These two ques-
tions are still without answers and I do not think that
carrying out the mandate of 30 May .will provide
them.
But a new factor has just this minute emerged. The
current, President of the Council has just told us that
there may be a compromise on the issue of the British
contribution. '!7hat sort of compromise? This is some-
thing new that has come into the discussion late in the
day. \7e are entitled to denils. Parliament is entitled
to demand them, for we do not want the sort of solu-
tion that might mortgage the Community's future for
the next five years. So why are we having this debate
on [he Hopper report tonight if an essential factor is
missing? I am almost tempted to say that the dice are
loaded, Mr President. $7hat is the point of going on
wirh rhis debate? In fact, according to what Gaston
Thorn said before, on 24June 1981, the only answer
to the Community problem is, and I quote, to lay the
foundations of the second generation Europe. That is
exactly what we think.
If we are to safeguard the Community's achievements,
rhen the Member States have to do a more through
job of organizing their solidariry, of developing Com-
munity policies, of fighting unemployment and, in a
word, of preparing to take up the challenge of the
eighties. Common aims have to be redefined in the
light of the fundamental principles of unity of market,
Community preference and financial solidariry. The
mandate was to involve a three-part programme to
relaunch Europe and restore Community cohesion. A
fine intention. But, a[as, not one that has been
reflected in the decisions or proposals so far. Quite the
contrary. \7e are in complete contradiction with this.
Once again, if we are to emerge from the crisis, we
have to press on. This is the price of European con-
struction. \fle have to overcome the obstacles.
Obviously we have to find the resources needed to
implement a voluntarist economic policy based on
productive investments and, in panicular, and this is
something that has to be emphasized, we have to do
this in a special sector 
- 
small and medium-sized
firms, for they provide jobs. But here again, on the
subject of investments, I have [o say that I deplore the
disagreement between the Council and the Commis-
sion about the decision to create the new Community
instrument No 2, which should become a permanent
instrument. Ve have to thank Mr Ortoli who sug-
gested rhat SME projects aimed at innovation or
expanding employment should be one of the three
fields of action when the NCI was extended. But here
again, alas, concertation has failed. This is not the way
to make progress or help overcome the economic crisis
in the world today. The President of the Council
would do well to think about this and leave legal quib-
bling alone. \7e know full well that the path to suc-
cessful European construction is full of pitfalls, but
that is a further reason for being on our guard and
ensuring that Parliament's rights are respected.
I conclude by asking whether the mandate of 30 May
will be a brick in the European construction. I can't
rcll yet. '!7e will tell you, Mr President, after the
debate, when we have seen what answers we get to our
questions and what happens to our amendments.
President. 
- 
I call the Non-attached Members.
Mr De Goede. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, it is now almost
two years since the expression 'mandate of 30 May'
was first coined. It appears that its contents are to be
finally defined at next week's European Council. Even
after all this delay it is questionable as to whether the
outcome will be a successful one. Europe has adopted
the snail's pace. Mr President, a basic principle at this
European Council must be that there can be no evad-
ing the financial responsibiliry for policies financed
from the Community's own resources, and even less
on the fundamental principle of the Common Agricul-
tural Policy. On the latter I have given our point of
view during the agriculture debate earlier today.
Moreover, I feel it essential that the coupling of the
three main items (1) the mandate on general policy (2)
agricultural policy and (3) budgetary policy with the
associarcd problem of the British contribution, should
not be rigidly adhered to. I believe those matters hav-
ing a chance of being successfully resolved should be
dealt with first, in particular, agricultural prices and
general policy. To hold everything in abeyance
because of the British contribution would be, in this
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intolerable socio-economic situation, almost criminal.
It is also vital that the juste retourphilosophy be force-
fully rejected. I believe thar the solution to the prob-
lem posed by the British contribution should have two
elements; it should be temporary and degressive. This
would appear to be the only way of reaching a respon-
sible soludon. I trust.thar no funher obstinacy, not
least from Mrs Tharcher, will bring progress in the
Community ro a standsdll.
Moreover, it is distressing ro note that Parliament was
either not at all or insufficiently consulred during the
various stages of discussion berween the Commission
and the Council. I look forward to changes taking
place here. Indeed, an in-depth debate in the House
during our April part-session on rhe results of the
European Council should provide us with much clari-
fication.
Mr President, I shall end by expressing rhe hope that
nex[ week's conference of Heads of State will take
strong and effective decisions. 280 million Europeans
are looking for political action. A spirit of indecisive-
ness can no longer be allowed to prevail as has been
the case for too long now.
President. 
- 
I call the Committee on Economic and
Monetary Affairs.
Mr Moreau, Chairman of the Comnittee. 
- 
(FR) Mr
President, honourable Members, the Commirtee
wanrcd this debate to be held before the meering of
the European Council ar the end of the monrh.
As far as we are concerned, there is no quesrion of the
debate being an academic one, a mere matter of form.
It is nearly tvo years since the European Council gave
this mandate to the Commission and we could well be
celebrating the second anniversary without the Coun-
cil having made any clear starement abour the Com-
mission's proposals. This House often says rhat
Europe is in a bad way and that rhere are serious
threats to rhe uniry and cohesion of rhe Communiry.
To say so again could look like onhodoxy. But our
concern today is rooted in profound causes rhar have
to be discussed if we are to find remedies for the
things that are wrong with Europe.
This debate is nking place on rhe anniversary of the
signing of the Treary of Rome. This morning we
heard professions of faith in Europe from rhe Presi-
denrc of the Council of Ministers and the Commission,
but what they said falls far short if no practical policies
are devised and implemented ro take rheir generous
ideas funher. The mandate of 30 May was born of a
specific problem, a budgeary one, bur no-one would
deny that today it is a question of somerhing quite dif-
ferent. The budgetary problem is rhere and a proper
solution has to be found for it, in panicular in mind
the principles of European construcrion, but we all
know that the question we have to deal with is the
abiliry of the European institutions to bring about a
revival of Community policy to cope wirh the chal-
lenges facing Europe, as one of the previous speakers
said. Public opinion is sceptical. As Councils of
Ministers follow European Councils, our cirizens are
getting used to hearing about failure and uncomfona-
ble compromises.
But Europe needs relaunching seriously today, in such
a way as to restore confidence in the plans made 25
years ago. \(e do not wanr to keep harping on rhe
past. \7e think that roo much arrenrion to the Treary
and to what hasn't been done could mean we are run-
ning from the problems we have today. As we see ir,
we have to reassert rhe principles by which the con-
struction of the Community was begun, purring soli-
dary in the lead. Solidarity has ro be at rhe hean of
European dynamics. \Tithout ir, there will be no way
of finding answers to the problems of unemploymenr
or of regional and social inequaliry. If we cannor give
a positive answer ro rhese quesrions, the people of
Europe will stop being interested in rhe Community.
\7e think that, today, asserring our solidarity means
devising determined policies, in particular in the inter-
nal market, in our trade policy and industrial policy
and in energy, technology and research. This is the
only thing that will enable us ro overcome and elimi-
nate the obstacles.
But this can only be done if we all agree on the essen-
tial idea that the Community cannor be the sum of the
interests of each of the countries rhat make it up. But
there are plenty of signs, alas, ro suggest thar this is
often not the case. According to what the President-
in-Office of the Council said, progress has been made
with the Unircd Kingdom's problem. I hope that rhe
decisions of the next Council of Ministers will lead to
a solution that is satisfacrory as far as the whole of the
Community and not just one counrry is concerned.
In conclusion, I should like ro say that, going beyond
any panial answers that are provided for certain out-
standing problems, we expecr rhe Council and rhe
Commission to express a genuine desire to relaunch
things properly and make progress wirh the consrruc-
tion of a Europe that belongs to everyone. This is whar
has to be done if this second generarion Europe is
really to be of use to all the peoples that make ir up.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Rogalla.
Mr Rogalla. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and gentle-
men, no one is surprised thar today of all days so
much should be said about what has happened in rhe
last 25 years. I should like to suggesr ar rhis late hour
that we give some thought to how much has regrerra-
bly not been done and could have been done 
- 
with a
little creativity, as rhe Presidenr of the Council put it
this morning 
- 
with courage or wirh a sense of duty
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towards our citizens, who have a right after all to see
some success coming out of all the heavy work being
done in Parliament, the Commission and the Council.
I will begin with a question to do with form, a ques-
tion which is easily overlooked and one we can do
something about. It concerns the parties to whom this
resolution is addressed. It would be wrong for the
House to address the resolution we are now discussing
to the Council and Commission alone, as paragraph
16 says. \7here the mandate is concerned, the Com-
mission has, of course, put forward ideas, and Presi-
dent Thorn referred this morning to the many experts
on his staff who know Europe's problems and explain
them to the politicians. But has the Commission
always made full use of its potential strength? Has it
been forceful enough in the Council when putting
questions and suggesting solutions? Can it not be even
more emphatic, hammer even harder on the table and
find more inspiration for its work in the suggestions
and convictions of this Parliament? Is Europe perhaps
not making any proBress because of the out-of-date
method used by Council, the classical diplomatic
three-stage system, the system of the Congress of
Vienna? Ve consider it important for the list of reci-
pienrc of this resolution to be extended, and we have
abled an amendment to this end. \7e consider it
important that this major problem should also be sub-
mitted to the Heads of State or Government for their
meeting in Brussels on 29 and 30 March and that they
be roused from their slumbers and made aware of their
responsibilities in this matter. I assume that our staff
have enough imagination to forward this Hopper
report to all the Heads of State or Government per-
sonally in time for their meeting and to make it clear
to them how concerned this Parliament feels.
I now come to the subject of the debate, ladies and
gentlemen. It has been said several rimes in this House,
and President Danken stressed it this morning, that
the Council and Heads of Government had not so far
taken this directly elected Parliament very seriously.
Ve will nevertheless try once again with an appeal, a
resolution on the mandate. As things stand in Europe,
I personally cannot exclude the possibility of our hav-
ing to resort rc less diplomatic means sooner or later.
Three examples: does anyone still have any doubts
about our problems, can we afford breaks in the nego-
tiations and hesitation when 8 million farmers are
faced by an even greater number of unemployed,
namely 11 million? How can cenain groups in this
House call for a 740/o increase in farm prices when
that exceeds the budgetary limits? Those who advo-
cate a 140/o increase in farm prices are opposing the
reform of Community policy and the Community's
effons to fight unemployment. The justified expecta-
tions our farmers have as regards their incomes must
be graded and dealt with in a different way. Second
example: the frontier checks that have made the inter-
nal market more complicated and less penetrable in
rhe past. Even the search for a new approach rc this
question is repeatedly put off with flimsy arguments.
The energy policy is the third example. The Commis-
sion submits papers of little substance. Many of these
papers leave me in doubt as to the serious will of the
Commission and Council to help in this respect. \7ho
is applying the brakes on European unification? You
will find them in the ministries of our Member States.
I am not making any accusations. I am simply saying
that they are not dynamic, not European enough in
the advice they give our ministers and the Heads of
State or Government. They lack imagination, or are
they afraid of losing powers ?
The Socialist Group put forward various demands in
1979, which I have explained with the aid of a few
examples. '!7e therefore welcome the fact that Mr
Hopper's interim report recalls the positions Parlia-
ment has already adopted in the Pfennig and Giavazzi
reports. One last criticism:'!7as it really only the pres-
sure of the problem of the British contribution that
forced the Heads of Government to consider these
questions about the future?'!7e regard the mandate as
a single enriry and call on the Heads of State or
Government and the Council to treat, it as such.
INTHE CHAIR: MR KLEPSCH
Vice-President
President. 
- 
I call Mr von Bismarck.
Mr von Bismarck. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, ladies and
gentlemen, the President of the Commission referred
in his address this morning under the heading of 'vital-
ity and credibility'to the political courage of the great
starcsmen who should be honoured.
The mandare of 30 May was conferred two years ago
at a time of grave danger for the future of Europe.
Examples from hisrcry show how the danger can Brow
in such situations. One such example is the situation in
Germany before and af.ter 1933. After the danger had
become reality and dreadful things had been done, all
we and others heard was: '.We knew nothing about it.'
No government, no member of a government can,
after this terrifying example from history, excuse him-
self now or in the future with the obvious untruth tha[
they knew nothing about it.
All the governments of the Member States of the
European Community, all members of governments
and senior officials know that the quasi-government of
the Council will not develop the joint will of Europe
because there is a conflict with the functions of the
individual governments. They are and can be no more
than a federal Council 
- 
the Second Chamber of the
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Federal Republic of Germany 
- 
with all rhe burdens
of national egoism attached to their msks. All the gov-
ernments and members of governments know that
they have the historical 
- 
I would even say, personal
moral 
- 
duty progressively to create a central Euro-
pean power, without which Europe can neither do
proper service to peace not maintain its freedom and
prosPenty.
But in neither the mandate the governmenrs gave rhe
Commission in May 1980 nor the subsequent discus-
sions do the Council and the governments of the ren
Member States show that they are aware of this res-
ponsibiliry. On the contrary: governments and in
many cases national parliaments too artempt, often
with rhe support of the public media, to deceive the
public about the true causes of the stagnarion and even
the serious threat to the European Community. They
blame the institutions that have so far been created,
for whose limited abiliry to take action they are rhem-
selves originally to blame. The fact that rhe Heads of
Government of the ten Member States were no[ here
today to hear the tributes on the 25th anniversary of
the European Community is a bad sign.
The mandate of 30 May will only help Europe to
make progress if we 
- 
the elected Parliament 
-reveal and publicly and mercilessly denounce the
deception I have just mentioned, the Council's abuse
of power and public information. Around, beside and
beneath us thousands of nuclear weapons are stored
- 
a Europe which was politically united and capable
of acting as a sovereign power could be a power for
world peace and perhaps free us of this nightmare for
ever. Are we going to wait to see our nightmares
become reality? If not, let us use the mandate of 30
May to change our voices into trumperc to bring down
the walls of obdurate deafness in the governments of
the Member States, the national parliaments and also
all the intellectuals, scholars, rrade union leaders,
managers, churches and every citizen who can read
and write. Then, but only then will the mandate of 30
May achieve historical value. Videant causales 
- 
the
fonhcoming meetings of the Council and European
Council will show whether any one of the Ten's
Heads of Government is worthy of the hisrcrical and
moral title of 'statesman'.
President. 
- 
I call Mr \flelsh.
Mr Velsh. 
- 
Mr President, earlier today we marked
the 25th anniversary of the signing of the Treaty of
Rome with a solemn sitting. For the British Members
this was an uncomfor[able occasion because we were
necessarily reminded that at thar pivotal momenr in
the history of Europe, we were no[ presenr. As a result
of that cataclysmic error of judgement by a Conserva-
tive Government, the British played no parr in those
early days of the consrrucr.ion of the European Com-
munity. By the time we joined in 1973 we had paid a
heavy price in terms of development, and many of [he
policies that the Community had developed did not
reflect the particular concerns and structures of the
British economy, and major effort in terms of under-
standing was required by all concerned.
The mandate exercise is the latest and most fundamen-
tal chapter in this process of readjustment, and never
have the qualities of magnaminity and sraresmanship
been more necessary.
'!7e welcome the President-in-Office's sraremenr
which indicates that, perhaps, the Member States are
beginning to reach a degree of understanding, and we
can only hope that this is indeed the beginning of a
lasting solution to rhe problem of the British contribu-
uon.
'!7'e congratulate the Belgian Presidency on its efforts
so far and express the fervent hope that it will be suc-
cessful as they reach towards a compromise during the
next few critical days.
Members of my group have the difficult task of
explaining Britain to Europe and explaining Europe to
Britain. One is frequenrly depressed by the apparently
indomitable determination nor to understand each
other on either side of the Channel. Any one who [is-
tened to the speeches of Mr Mouchel for the EPD last
night and Mrs Barbara Castle this morning, will readi-
ly understand the sort of difficulties thar we daily
encounter. \7e sometimes feel rhat in some quarters
there is a desire to punish the British for pasr omis-
sions. However tha[ may be, we have already suffered
aheavy penance, and I believe the rime has come to be
generous and ro realize rhar a siruation thar is unac-
ceptable to Britain must in the end be unacceptable to
Europe as well.
Own resources do not materialize from some magical
federalist treasure-house. They are taxes, and they
have to be provided by cirizens. It is a basic principle
of modern political economy that you do not rax rhe
poor in order to sustain the rich. Indeed ir was the
refusal by Louis XVI to accepr rhis fundamental rurh
that produced the French Revolution of tZgg which
laid the foundations of democracy as we know it
today.
Similarly, it is universally acceprcd rhat one disuibutes
wealth towards the poorer elements in any society 
-be it on a personal, regional or narional basis 
- 
in an
effort to bring them up ro an acceptable economic
level. This, after all, is whar convergence is all about.
This is not a British problem. It is in differenr ways a
German problem, an Iralian problem, and ir will cer-
tainly become a Porruguese problem. Indeed, the core
of the discussion is surely rhar it is quite impossible for
those other policies in wlrich we ail Lelieve io be devel-
oped as long as these fundamental inequities are built
into the Community's fiscal system.
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\7e all believe in enlargement. The one thing that is
cenain is that enlargement is going to be very expen-
sive in budgetary terms. How can we be confident that
the second enlargement will succeed if we have not
been able to adapt our fiscal structures to the require-
ments of the first?
Mr Deleau has suggested that we wish to destroy the
common agricultural policy. Nothing, I assure him,
could be further from the ffuth. I spend a grear deal of
time defending the common agricultural policy to
highly sceptical audiences in my own country and I am
more conscious, I suspect, of the virtues of the CAP
than almost any one outside my group here. I defend it
every day. It is Mr Deleau and his friends who will
cripple the CAP by refusing to admit the necessity of
adapting it to developing circumstances.
The President of the Commission this afternoon made
an extremely eloquent plea for sanity as regards the
price rises. 'We understood that plea. Indeed we shall
be voting in that sense tomorrow. Yet it is us that that
same President of the Commission recently accused of
lack of solidarity.
Mr President, members of my group have a hard row
to hbe. \7e tonight are here to extend our hand to you
in friendship. Ve all hope, my dear colleagues, ladies
and gentlemen, that our hand of friendship will be
reciprocated by your coming at least a few steps to
meet us.
(Applause frorn the European Democratic Group)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Fernandez.
Mr Fernandez. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, first of all the
Communists and Allies want to reassen their attach-
menr to cooperation and to a Europe that is of use to
all the countries that belong to the Community. But I
must make clear, however, thar we will not agree to
the interesrs of the farmers of France being threatened
by these current negotiations on, in particular, the
question of farm prices. This is something that has
been stated, quite legitimately in France, and at the
very highest level. It means, most importantly, that
solutions to budget problems must not be an obstacle
to the definition of proper prices by rhe pro.iected date
on I April.
Ve cannot deal with all che basic problems, particu-
larly the Commission's proposals, in this debate. The
proposals call for criticism and thorough discussion
and we shall make a constructive contribution to this
at the right time. However, we do feel we should give
our opinion on three essential problems now.
The first is employment. \7e want to see Europe
relaunched with proper attention to social affairs. The
countries of the Communiry do not all have the same
economic policies. That is a fact that the Commission
has ro reckon with. And it therefore has to realize that
austerity cannot be a model for economic policy
throughout the Community. The Community has to
use all its instruments, particularly the Social Fund, for
vocational training, qualifications and the creation of
jobs. But it is clear that the level of employment will
also depend on the industrial policy in the individual
Member States. '!(i'e think that employment has to be
the priority when investments are made, so the Com-
munity should gear its loans and its industrial policy
interventions to the sort of investments that will create
jobs, in particular in the light of national aims and
needs.
The second problem is the British contribution. \7e
think it is wrong and unaccepmble for the United
Kingdom to adopt an attitude that runs counter to the
principles of general operation 
- 
in particular when it
comes ro the Community preference in trade 
- 
and to
the fundamental principles of the EEC itself, as the
fair returns it claims to be entitled to run counter to
the rules of the Common Market, which it is failing to
respect. The British demands have cost 15 000 000 000
francs, about a third of which has to be paid by
France, and they will cost another 10 000 000 000 in
1982. This gift to the United Kingdom is, alas, part of
a general heritage that the French government is sad-
dled with and it also puts an unfair burden on the
Community as a whole. So the Ten have to find a
solution that does not endanger the income and very
existence of the small and medium-sized farmers.
The third problem has to do with external matters.
The Community has to defend the commercial, agri-
cultural, monetary and financial interests of im Mem-
ber States by using our common policies. In trade
negotiations and those that will be taking place under
GATT, the EEC will have to adopt a firm position, in
particular ois-,i-tis the USA, on agricultural policy and
iron and steel and textiles. And the European Mone-
tary System has to be strengthened so it can form the
basis for the sort of monetary and financial coopera-
tion that will defend the currencies of Europe.
Mr President, I have finished what I had to say and
Mr Delatte can nov take over. Although, obviously,
we regret that this debate is so shon, we do think it is
an opportunity to set out the essential problems, parti-
cularly the problem of employment and incomes. The
credibility of the Commission depends on the answers
given to these urgent questions.
(Applause from tbe Communists and Allies)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Delatte.
Mr Delatte. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, honourable Mem-
bers, I should like, Mr President, if you will allow, to
say how astonished and disapproving I am about the
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procedure for examining rhe 30 May mandate this
House was given. Last aurumn Mr Hopper asked for
his report to be wirhdrawn because of the appearance
of the European Commission's report on agriculture.
.S7e have not discussed rhis report in committee yet
and, although various rapporreurs are speaking on
behalf of their commirrees rhis evening, this is nor in
fact on the agenda.
So I wonder what the point of ronight's debate is. Or
are there statemenrs and undeclared incenrions aimed
a[ getting Parliament ro adopr a position rhar has not
been properly clarified and that have led ro it being
put on the agenda of the farm price session? Today's
debate, which has been inopporrunely postponed,
ought to have been one of the mosr imporranr ones
since the European Parliament was elected by univer-
sal suffrage in June 1979.
\7ith the 30 May mandate, the Council of Ministers
has in fact given the Commission and the European
Parliament the opportunity to think abour rhe future
of the Community. Bur, unfortunately, the speed with
which the Hopper report was pur on rhe agenda leaves
me baffled, particularly when May or June will see a
new repon which will, I hope, take accounr of rhe opi-
nions of the various commirtees consulted rhis dme. I
am worried about the compromise that seems to be
emerging from the talks going on in the Council of
Ministers at the moment. Is the Council planning to
bring rhe marter to a conclusion before the European
Parliamenr has said all it thinks about the 30 Mav
mandate? This we cannor accepr.
The second generation Europe we talked about rhis
morning, the Europe that should emerge once rhe
Community has been relaunched, has to be seen in an
overall way, wirhour any illusions abour whar some-
times look like miracle answers. The Commission is
falling into the trap and making everything depend on
a drop in the growrh rate of agricultural spending.
This, to my mind, is a short-sighred and unacceptable
view. As I see it, the 30 May mandate is not a quesrion
of wondering how to reduce agriculture's share of the
budget withour harming rhe common agricultural
policy. This mandare should be an opportunity to reas-
sert our solidarity and faith in rhe construcrion of
Europe.
The Commission should nor allow irself to be put in a
straitjacket. It should have refused to contemplare new
policies withour raising the ceiling on own resources.
It should have said that the British problem could not
be solved by anything other than this rncrease. Do we
have to respond to the British requesr wirhout the
assurance of going beyond rhe 1 0/o of VAT? It is
worth noting that the United Kingdom is already
reaping the benefit of common policies, of the com-
mon agricultural policy, of course, and rhe regional
policy and the social policy. And more. I should add
that the more the United Kingdom integrares, the
more it will ger out of the Community. In other
words, respect for the principles of rhe common agri-
cultural policy would reduce the British deficit.
Most of the rhought the Commirtee on Agriculrure
gave to the repon by our colleague, Mr Hopper, was,
going beyond general considerations, on rhe future of
agriculture in the relaunching of Europe, which makes
me regret all the more rhar the opinion on rhe reporr
was not joined to the Hopper reporr, as rhe 30 May
mandate was the opponunity ro asserr yet again rhar
the cost to the budget of the common agriculrural
policy was a reasonable one. It works out to abour 40
ECU per European per year. And substantial savings
have been made in market managemenr. And the
report points out rhar the reference to world price was
meaningless and that the generalizarion of direct aid
was a serious error.
Mr President, if we wish to provide answers to all
these questions, I should like us ro decide, objectively
and calmly, to adapt the common agricultural policy.
It does not seem ro me ro be possible to mix the dis-
cussion of the mandare of 30 May wirh the fixing of
prices for 1982-83. The Curry report itself said as
much and the decision we expecr the Council to make
on 3 April should involve fixing prices for the coming
year without giving in to rhe fair rerurns blackmail.
Mr Presidenr, my time is up and I have to finish, bur I
should still like to say rhat I find it quite unacceptable
to vote on the Hopper reporr without proper prepara-
rion and discussion.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Junor.
Mr Junot. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, for months now,
ever since the Council gave rhe Commission its man-
date of 30 May in fact, everyone has agreed thar rhe
Community is facing the worst crisis since it was set up
25 years ago.
You yourself, Mr Thorn, have said how exceptionally
serious the crisis is on a number of occasions and once
again just recenrly. But all of a sudden, over the lasr
48 hours, we have srarted hearing rumours, and they
are getting more and more specific, abour on outline
agreement on the fundamental quesrion of the British
contribution and on the fixing of farm prices.
Mr De Keersmaeker, speaking for the Council, hasjust shed a little light on a compromise, an ourline
agreemenr, which the Ministers apparenrly reached in
Brussels on Tuesday and which will be presented, and
rubber-stamped no doubr, at a special Council meeting
in Luxembourg on 3 April. This outline agreemenr was
apparently worked our after President Tindemans and
President Thorn went on a mission to the various
Member States. \7e are sorry rhat the Commission has
not seen fit to rcll Parliament about such an imporcant
matter.
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And how come, Mr Thorn? Here we have a miracle.
After months of deadlock and fruitless efforts, here is
a compromise out of the blue 
- 
and one, we garher,
that all the national delegarions would have been
pleased about. Yet this morning, when you were offi-
cially celebradng the 25th anniversary of the Treaty of
Rome 
- 
that treaty that you and Mr Tindemans, in
your very elevated speeches, said was being seriously
compromised by rhe mandare of 30 M"y 
- 
you said
nothing, you made almost no allusion to this vital
change! \7e had to wait until tonight, until Mr Hop-
per, after all the work he has done with his usual skill,
had dealt with his reporr, for something to be said.
And something that only scratched the surface too.
If there really is some[hing new, such a spectacular
change, what is this debate for? \7ould ic not have
been better to put it off until aker 3 April? Our col-
league Mr Delatte has just made some specific remarks
about the serious oversights that stopped the debate on
the mandate of 30 May being as worthwhile as it could
have been. But ail the data have been overturned.
\7hat are we ulking about? The Hopper reporr was
written in a period of crisis and failure and now they
are telling us that we are in an ideal siruarion with an
agreement all ready to be concluded, and for five
years roo. The plain fact of the mar[er, Mr President,
if I may say so, is rhat we know nothing about it. And
if we have to get mosr of our information from press
communiqu6s, this apparently being the only place we
can get hold of one or two details, whar can we say ro
the AFP release? Only a few minures ago, AFP
reported that Frangois Mitterand, rhe FrenJh Presi-
dent, made a declararion this morning after the Coun-
cil of Ministers, caregorically denying that France had
given or was ready to give its agreement ro a com-
promise of rhis kind. So, Mr President, jusr now we
were told that the national delegations had agreed and
that the results of the 3 April meering could be taken
as read, but now, out of the blue, here we have the
French Government denying ir all.
Mr President of the Commission, to preserve its own
dignity, this House has ro perform the rask democrati-
cally entrusted ro it by rhe people of Europe. 'We, the
European MPs, have to be told the facts, as a mamer
of priority. So there are rwo quesrions I should like to
ask 
- 
and you know, Mr Thorn, just where my per-
sonal sympathy lies, but rhis is a question of principle.
Is there an outline agreemenr? Yes or no? Just what
does it involve? Vhat are the consequences, parricu-
larly on the budget? For let me tell you thar we are
worried.'We who have always denounced the harmful
nature of this 30 May mandate are worried to see such
a sudden agreement. \7e cannot help wondering who
is bearing rhe brunt and whar the consequences are.
You know full well that there are a certain number of
sacrifices that we will not make and that, in any case,
we cannot agree to being presented with a fait accom-
pli.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Didd.
Mr Didd. 
- 
(17) Mr President, nexr week's meering
of the European Council takes on parricular import-
ance in the light of the enormous political, economic
and social problems confronring the Community
Member Srares.
It is unlikely thar the Council will discuss the problem
of the British contriburion because there seems to be a
possibiliry that some governmenrs will withdraw from
their positions, despite rumours to [he contrary. \7e
do not know whether this compromise will in facr lead
to an agreement which would allow serious discussion
of the other items on the agenda of the mandate of
30 May, namely adjustment of the agricultural policy
and the solution of the price problem which, on rhe
contrary, seems likely to be blocked, restructuring of
the budget and the development of new Community
policies. These matters are all closely linked with the
strengthening and completion of the European Mone-
tary System for the relaunching of Europe which is
becoming increasingly urgent.
The compromise on the Brirish conrribution 
- 
to
which I must say we are rotally opposed because of the
danger that the just return will become an established
principle 
- 
makes it extremely imporrant to bring for-
ward structural policies capable of achieving rhe con-
vergence of the economies of the Member Srates
which alone will allow balanced development of the
Community as a whole, to the advantage of all the
Member States.
In this way, other countries besides Brirain will also be
able to get greater return for rheir contribution to rhe
Community budget. I am thinking in panicular of the
Federal Republic of Germany which could find its
individual interesrs coinciding with Community inter-
ests in a common energy policy involving the use of
Community coal.
Mr President, I shall not dwell any further on rhese
points which have already been dealr wirh by my col-
leagues. I should like to consider insread rhe enormous
problem facing all the Member States, namely growing
unemployment. The Council must take acrion ro
ensure the adoption of urgenr, pracrical measures,
having regard to the proposals put forward by the
Commission and by Parliament which has discussed
this subject on several occasions.
I believe that over and above the proposals for coordi-
nation of the monetary policies rhrough completion of
the European Monetary System, new investment and
the development of new common policies, parricularly
in the field of energy research and cenain advanced
sectors of industry, neq/ measures and new instru-
ments are essential to combat unemployment and
create full employment.
I am supported in rhis by the opinion adopted almost
unanimously by rhe Committee on Social Affairs and
Employment, which I hope will be incorporated, with
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appropriate amendments, into the Hopper resolution,
without waiting for the more detailed discussion of the
mandare which is apparently to be held next May.
'!7e are all aware that unemployment has now become
structural because of the new international division of
labour and the indusrial revolution which is replacing
men by machines and bringing new investment with-
out any corresponding increase in jobs but rather, in
many cases, a substantial reduction in employment. It
is therefore essential to introduce instruments for job
creation, panicularly in the vast field offered by public
and private needs.
The Committee on Social Affairs has proposed that a
network of employment agencies should be set up at
regional level in conjunction with a strengthened and
reformed European Social Fund, in order to promote
integrated training programmes. This would mean that
the vast sums spent on subsidizing unemployment
could be used instead [o guarantee employment for all
those who seek it, particularly young people.
I realize that I have introduced a very specific subject
- 
in what has mainly been a general debate 
- 
which
could also be dealt with at other sittings of Parliament,
but I am convinced, as is my group, that there is no
time to lose and that both the Council and the.Com-
mission must take immediate action based on the pro-
posals I have just mentioned, which are set out in the
opinion of the committee concerned with employment.
Finally, we have tabled some amendments to this
effect but I would ask Parliament's services to correcl
an error in the presentation of Amendment No 5 in
certain languages where the wrong names have been
given. This must be remedied to avoid confusion.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Herman.
Mr Herman. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, honourable
Members, I shall confine myself to saying what we
approve of and what we disapprove of in the Hopper
report. Ve approve of the idea of urging the Commis-
sion and the Council to take decisions. \7e approve,
above all, of paragraph 10 which involves separating
the problems and moving on whenever there is agree-
ment on some of the things without waiting for agree-
ment on it all. \7e think that the sort of blackmail that
consists of saying that we won't agree with anything if
we can't agree with it all makes it impossible to make
any headway in negotiations. To take a historical com-
parison, it is rather like pointing a gun at the heart of
Europe and saying: 'Give me my money back, other-
wise I won't agree with anything'. This is an intolera-
ble attitude and no European leader should ever adopt
it.
Ve agree 
- 
and as far as my party is concerned, it is
something of a sacrifice, believe me 
- 
with Sir Henry
Plumb's amendment whereby the increase in agricul-
tural spending should not be 
^ny greater than theincrease in own resources and that it should be res-
tricted in this way so that other policies can be
financed. You must believe me when I say that this
concession is a very real sacrifice for us. However, we
can in no way agree with paragraphs 11 and 12. \7e
rhink that, as far as the British contribution is con-
cerned, the notion of own resources, which is a basic
thing without which the role of Parliament is mean-
ingless, is incompatible with the idea of net contribu-
tions and that the answer rc the problem is not to be
found in fair returns. Own resources are not national
funds.
Although difficult and unacceptable situations do exist
- 
and we realize that the United Kingdom is facing
one 
- 
let us do somethinB about them and try and
find financial machinery to help. But for heaven's sake
let us leave what is fundamental to the creation of
European political unity alone. And not just a Euro-
pean policy, but a European budget, over which this
Parliament has some influence. '!7e have to keep the
idea of European own resources which are not
national resources. It is wrong to muddle the problem
of justice and fairness up with the establishment of a
tax base which is European, not national.
As far as the reform of the common agricultural policy
is concerned, we think that a certain amount of rebal-
ancing is called for. And we are in favour of any meas-
ure which will eliminate surpluses and, above all,
encourage the exploitation of the full potential of
European agriculrure. There are some needs that are
still to be satisfied. \7e are still importing a lot of agri-
cultural products when we could well supply them
ourselves, and at cost prices that would be competitive
on the world market, provided an effort is made to
adapt and to catry out the relevant agronomical
research. Ve can produce some agricultural products
rhat are the subject of speculation, things that were not
a good proposition 10 or 15 years ago but are now. It
is along these lines that we must adapt the common
agricultural policy and do away with surpluses.
I shall conclude, Mr President, with a remark of a
tactical nature 
- 
and I am speaking to the Council
here. Since you have made the wise decision not to get
the European Council to settle this difficult problem
- 
as we know from experience that the European
Council is not the place for mediating on any differ-
ences that crop up in the Council of Ministers 
- 
you
have reserved it for the Council of Ministers' meeting
on 3 April. I should like to make a suggestion here,
and that is that the Council should hold a conclave
where no one leaves until a solution is found. This
avoids all the interference that the Council often uses
as an excuse for not taking decisions.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Alavanos.
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- 
(GR) Mr President, the subject of
prices debated in the morning session is directly con-
nected with the more general problem of the CAP and
its modification within the framework of the mandate
of 30 May.
Just what the CAP is, was learned by the Greek farm-
ers, and more generally by the Greek people, in the
one year that we have been in the EEC, and we have
also seen it today. The Commission proposes prices
whose result would be a 750/o reduction in the incomes
of Greek farmers. It proposes co-responsibilities and
production quotas that will accelerate the ruin of our
small and medium-sized producers. Of course, within
the framework of the mandate of 30 May there is some
mention of modifying the CAP. However, the adapta-
tions in question are likely to make things worse, since
they are based on reducing CAP conributions, and
their basic characteristic will be the attempt to adapt
the CAP, at a time of crisis, in a way that will bring
about the downfall of the small and medium-sized
concerns. On the other hand, all the discussions con-
cerning the mandate show that in general the reorgan-
ization of the common policies are at 
^n 
impasse.
However, we ought to admit rhat this whole business
of the mandate of 30 Mav has offered a lot to the
European Community. It has given the Community
the possibility, with various promises to the Greek
producers to support Mediterranean products and to
British workmen that the British contribution to the
budget will be reduced, of moderating the reactions of
working people against policies of the Community
that are so much in favour of the monopolies. Here,
however, we must unfortunately emphasize that even
certain quarters in our own country, we believe sin-
cerely, are taken in by such self-delusions and misap-
prehensions, in other words, that within the frame-
work of a mandate it would be possible to improve the
conditions of Greece's accession. This is direcdy
related to the conflict, the contrast between north and
south and the attempt for Greece, within the frame-
work of a common struggle on behalf of the south,
supposedly to be able to solve her problems. To be
sure, we have many problems in common with the
south, but we have serious reservations whether this is
the basic antithesis that will be able to solve the prob-
lems of the workers in Greece.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Pesmazoglou.
Mr Pesmazoglou. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, today is a
great anniversary for all the people of Europe. It is,
however, a panicularly great anniversary for the
people of Greece. It is an anniversary marking sacri-
fices and struggles for the independence of the Greek
people, and I would like to point this out to the
House. I also want, today, to express the conviction,
which I believe is shared by the majority of the Greek
people, that the reorganization and of the European
Communitv constitutes the precondition for the fur-
therance ofprogress and the securitvofall the European
peoples. That is why the matters we debated yesterday
and today, and panicularly this evening, are of such
decisive importance.
In connection with all the problems of the mandare of
30 May, I wish to make the following three comments:
The first is that the particular matters touched upon by
the Hopper report relate to the energization of the
European Community, and this means making it more
effective all over the territories of Europe, and I
emphasize the special problems concerned, namely the
revision of the budget, the definition of new aims
envisaging an increase of resources beyond the l% of
the value-added tax, and at the same time the support
of regional development with special planning for
Mediterranean development in which, obviously, Italy
and especially Greece are particularly interested.
\Tithin the framework of those general aims I hope
that the adjustment recently announced by the Presi-
dent of the Council of Ministers in connection with
the British problem will in fact solve this problem
without, I repeat, and as many colleagues have said,
contravening the principles and aims of the Treaty of
Rome and the functions of the Community. This is a
paramount matter and I want to emphasize rhat the
regional policy and the plans for Mediterranean
development are in harmony with the development of
the Community as a whole. However, energization in
accordance with the mandate of 30 May is also con-
nected with other maior problems of the Community.
A funher point is European political cooperation. This
must be promoted, and this requires persistence and
consistency, to lend credibility to all the expressions of
European political cooperation in the eyes of the rest
of the world. In connection with this very imponant
matter I would like to ask the President of the Council
of Ministers to take note that for such a European po-
litical cooperation to exist, due attention should be
given to the more general problems of the peoples
making up the Community, and on this point I am
obliged to say that some problems of exceptional
importance for the security of the Greek people are
regarded with peculiar indifference within the frame-
work of European political cooperation. I refer parti-
cularly 
- 
and I emphasize this'deliberately and with a
sense of responsibility 
- 
to the threats arising from
Turkey, which affect righrc based on international
treaties and agreements, and which have been exer-
cised for decades by the Greek people. I also note that
the European Community and the European Parlia-
ment, which condemn the illegitimate seizure of for-
eign territory by foreign powers, as they did repeat-
edly and rightly in the case of Afghanistan, have
uttered no protest at all at what is happening in
Cyprus which, since 1974, has been subject to a pro-
longed military occupation that constitutes a most ser-
ious defiance of international law. I think that these
matters, which are of the liveliest interest to one part
of the Community, cannot be ignored or treated in a
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passive way and I am obliged to ask rhe Presidenr of
the Council of Ministers to include them for consider-
ation in the framework of European polirical coopera-
tion.
My last topic, Mr President, concerns the role of the
European Parliament. If this energization of the Com-
munity is to be sucessful, if the message of the people
is to be conveyed to the Community and vice versa
concerning the importance of the EEC, then rhe role
of the European Parliament will have to be enlarged.
It is unacceptable for marrers as significant as rhose
menrioned by the President-in-Office of the Council
of Ministers, for example the matter of Brirain's con-
tribution, not to come ro rhe norice of rhe European
Parliament and not to be included among its compet-
ences. Thus, I believe thar one of the main aims is a
modification of the statutes to allow the Community
to function on the principle of the majoriry vote, as
was originally envisaged, and I believe that the man-
date of 30 May 1980 will also be applied within the
framework of a general energizarion of the EEC.
President. 
- 
I call the Commission.
Mr Thorn, President of the Commission. 
- 
(FR) Mr
President, ladies and genrlemen, I rhink, bearing in
mind the attendance, rhar it is perhaps better to reply
to the essential things and maybe leave aside cenain of
the remarks made by speakers who have already lefr.
However, on behalf of the Commission, I should like
to tell the rapponeur how grareful we are for the very
thorough work he has pur in, with, as some other
speakers have already said, his usual skill. As far as
basics are concerned, there is no difference of opinion
between him and the Commission. \7e shall have the
opportunity ro discuss this more thoroughly in a few
weeks' time with, let us hope, a final conclusion to this
process that has lasted far roo long already.
Mr President, the House was righr ro q/anr to give its
opinion before rhe European Council mer ro discuss
what, only a few weeks ago, looked as rhough it might
be the last chance ro sertle all the quesrions linked to
rhe mandate of 30 May 
- 
and, let us not forget,
30 May 1980, by no means yesrerday. But rhings have
gone better in the Council and this means we can
think 
- 
not conclude or be sure, but hope and no
more than hope 
- 
that there could be a decision ar
the Council itself on 3 April, in which case rhe Euro-
pean Council would nor have to take up rhe marrer
again. !7ill it or won't it? I do not think that the Presi-
dent-in-Office of rhe Council 
- 
he will put his case
far better than I can 
- 
said anything else. Ve have a
cenain amount of extra hope since the last meeting,
but we have norhing definite at all. I think it was thar
the French President was referring ro today when he
said that there had been no agreemenr. And that is
what I mean too.
However, I am doubly pleased ar rhe way things have
developed. First because it has come after a long
period of disappoinrment. And second 
- 
and rhis is
the most imponant thing 
- 
because ir is a good thing
for the big Community problems to be settled as you
have just asked, ladies and gentlemen, by the institu-
tions that are responsible for it, by the European Par-
liament, the Council and the Commission, that is to
say, and for the European Council to keep, as Mr
Herman said, to its rightful role as a coordinator, a
political stimulus at the highest level, which does not
interfere with the everyday running of rhe instirutions
but says: "Here are the priority problems for the com-
ing months." So the European Council of 29 and
30 March will not have to discuss the mandate; ar leasr
I hope it won't, or, more imponant, the subsidiary
matter 
- 
apan, perhaps, from any declaration by one
or o[her of its members, as is already being suggested.
So it could 
- 
and we hope it does 
- 
concentrare on
the major problems facing our countries. And it is high
time it did, particularly when it comes ro the problems
of unemployment, of rhe relaunching of Europe, of
employment and of rhe position to be raken up in what
is 
.a 
particularly difficult inrernational economic sir.u-
atlon.
At the same time, your debate, ladies and genrlemen,
is an opportunity for Parliamenr ro let the Council 
-which is, with the Commission, its usual conracr 
-know whar it wants and what it demands, on the basis
of the Hopper report.
Let me remind you firsr of all about the meaning of
the mandate with which we have been entrusted, for I
Bet the impression that somerimes rhere is a certain
amount of ambiguity and misunderstanding about it.
At the start, the main concern was a financial one, that
is to say, with finding an answer ro rhe budget prob-
lem that one of our members posed ar rhe time 
-although today there are two with this problem. The
resolution of 30 May 1980 had already broadened the
scope by mentioning thar there might be a need to
revise or change common policies in the lighr of the
basic principles. Thar was [he developmenr.
Then the Commission and none but rhe Commission
- 
and I hope this will ultimately be clear 
- 
Bave
things a funher dimension by switching the terms of
the argument and suggesting a more ambitious
medium-term plan for Europe to the Council and Par-
liament. Ir wanted to relaunch the Communiry, thar is
to say, update rhe existing common policies, resrruc-
ture and reform them where necessary (above all the
common agricultural policy which was in any case
under discussion) and give rhe Community rhe son of
financial instrumenrs rhar were right for its ambitions.
Lastly, and above all, it wanted to give a new dimen-
sion to common policies that were still hesitant but
would have ro meer rhe challenge of the coming
decades 
- 
the energy poliry, rhe indusrial policy and
the research and developmenr policy 
- 
thinking that,
if these new policies were added to rhe existing- ones,
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rhen a new balance could ultimately be struck in the
Community. So the immediate solution to the British
problem was set against a much larger political back-
ground and, in the longer term, the extension and di-
versification of Community policies suggested that the
British budgemry problem, and any other problems,
would gradually decrease in size, if not disappear alto-
gether. This is what we hope will happen. This is what
we are aiming for.
And that, ladies and gentlerden, was why there were
three different sections in the mandate. They were not
pur there to satisfy any desire to link the three things
artificially. I understand your impatience at the slow-
ness of the procedure and the absence of decisions. No
one could understand more. In view of the time taken
by the European Councils, the Council of Ministers
and the other official and unofficial Councils, the
Commission, more than any other institution, is anx-
ious to move on to the serious work, whereas it is
being held up by the Council's failure to come to a
decision. It has never waited for the Council's final
decision before taking the inidative. As you should
know, we are enthusiastically working on our research
policy, on our energy policy, on the EMS, to name but
a few, and recently a certain amount of fragile pro-
gress has been made. Our proposals on farm prices
reflect the alterations we want to make to the common
agricultural policy, but we know, and the politicians in
this Parliament know, that progress will be slower and
difficult until the problem of the British contribution
to the budget has be.en solved in a lasting manner.
So let us be realistic. \7e have to find an answer in the
end. I have been talking about it for l0years myself. I
talk about it after every European Council. I have
been doing this since 1970, as that was the date we
staned negotia[ing and staned talking about a solution
that might be unacceptable. The European Council of
Lancaster House last November proved that the
Heads of State or Government in our countries
approved of the strategy the Commission was propos-
ing 
- 
no more than that 
- 
and intended to apply it,
without knowing exactly how. But developments have
since seemed to give the lie to this. There were three
meetings of the Foreign Ministers in a row and,
although they made ir possible to take better stock of
the problems and difficulties and investigate solutions,
any decision was put off, to the point where, although
people claim to be mking a step backwards to get a
better view of things, they can't see through rhe haze.
Is this mistaken procedure or institutional diversion?
Let me tell you that these meetings of the Foreign
Ministers, where they worked on Commission reports
and proposals and Commission representatives played
a full pan (the President and his Vice-President, my
colleague Mr Onoli, were there and the Commission
and Council secretariats were represented too), were
exactly like Councils and stuck to the framework set
out beforehand. So there was no distortion. I say this
to certain Members who are particularly concerned
with this. !7hat the Heads of Government wanted
when they adoprcd this seemingly peculiar procedure
was to keep the discussion going at political level 
-do I need to say that to such experienced politicians as
you? 
- 
that is to say at ministerial level alone and not
to follow the ritual of our usual Councils and send the
dossiers back to the committees of permanent repre-
sentatives. Although I am not disputing the enormous
merits of these extremely competent top officials.
Since last Tuesday, everlthing has come to Com-
munity order. And it is the Council which considered
things formally. And the Council, as such, will con-
sider things again on 3 April. I hope that the institu-
tional fears that some Members of this House have
expressed will be allayed 
- 
although the results are by
no means guaranteed.
Ve srill had to fight the temptation to have experts
intervene between these two meetings. \Tithout the
strength of purpose of President Tindemans 
- 
and, I
should say, just to keep the records straight, the Presi-
dent of the Commission 
- 
the dossier would have
fallen into rhe experts' hands.
After the Tuesday Council, on the eve of the Luxem-
bourg Council, what, Mr Junot wants to know, is the
situation and what are the prospects like? \7ell, Mr
President, there is, on the Council table, a joint propo-
sal by the President of the Commission and the Presi-
dent of the Council whereby practical shape could be
given to an agreement on the compensation due or
offered to the United Kingdom. Ladies and Bentle-
men, there is nothing you don't know about, There is
nothing revolutionary about this! To Mr Junot I
would say that there was nothing to tell you, because
it falls within the mandate and the proposals that you
know about and, for months, as often happens in the
Community, it was a question of not wanting to know
and now people are ready. !7hat is new is the
unblocking of the siuation at Council level. It is not
the proposal thar was made. That is what I wanted to
rcll you. There has been no miracle. Unless you call
the Council listening to reason one day a miracle.
This proposal we made as part of our proposals and of
the mandate was considered to be a basis for negotia-
tion 
- 
I am speaking here on the authority of the
President of the Council 
- 
that was or appeared to be
acceptable to everyone, although almost no one
accepted it at that stage. The ministers said it was very
interesting. They went so far as to say they were
favourably disposed. And then they said they were
going to refer to their governments and this might be a
way out. So what are we doing today? Vell, I tell you,
honourable Members, we are using the Cou6 method.
Sometimes we are optimistic because we have the
impression there is a breach, a vacuum, and that
because Europe needs it, we have to rush into the
breach, hoping that the national delegations are fol-
lowing behind us. If we cannot show confidence in our
proposals, if we do not believe in the solution, do you
really imagine that we will get spontaneous unanimity?
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You know as well as I do thar rhis will nor be the case.
So I hope that the intenrions, which are apparenrly
more favourable, survive until 3 April so rhar budger-
ary peace can reign in the Communiry once more and
that we can all pull together and tackle the real prob-
lems and the real challenges facing the Communiry.
Basically, I should say, v/e have taken a step forward,
but the ground that has to be covered if you are nor to
be disappointed is full of pitfalls. Ve shall need the
help of you all and the pressure thar each of you can
bring rc bear on public opinion and the governments if
progress is to be made. I wish to remain clear, I wish
to remain lucid and I do not wish to be mken in by
certain outmoded recipes.
If the result of 3 April is a good one, I rhink most of
the hopes and desires set out in the draft resolution
based on the report of your colleague, Mr Hopper,
will have been satisfied. I should like to say, at rhe our-
set, that I very much agree with his proposals. How
could I not associate myself wirh sraremenrs about the
global nature of the approach, the development of
structural policies in the Community and rhe need to
make substantial progress towards the convergence of
our economies and the development of the EMS? I
shall stop there. I do not wish to bore you with a list of
points on which Parliament and the Commission do
not disagree.
I should now like to spend a little rime on rwo or rhree
points in the resolution which seem ro me ro be worth
commenting on.
First, questions to do with the common agricultural
policy. Compared to the guidelines rhe Commission
proposed last October, rhe points still oumtanding are
minor ones, bearing in mind the agreements that have
already been reached. \7hat remains ro be done is on
the Agricultural Council table. That Council will be
discussing these things on the basis of Commission
proposals formulated with the strictest respecr for the
basic guidelines. I think rhat, when there are guide-
lines, you have to avoid interminable discussions every
year that are aimed at changing the basic principles.
The Agricultural Council's discussions and decisions
on prices for 1982-83 give rise ro rwo parricularly
imponant problems. Firsr, will their adoption be ham-
pered by the absence of any definitive agreements on
the budgetary aspecrs of the mandare? The Commis-
sion, I have to say as clearly and as firmly as I can,
cannot agree to the former being subordinated ro the
latter. Every dossier has to be examined and decided
on its own merits. Our Community cannot go on liv-
ing in a permanent framework of intergovernmental
negotiations where one dossier is tied up with another.
Our Communiry is an ordinary Community where
each dossier is judged on its own merits. Telescoping
them is very serious and could block progress in the
Community. I say this for the benefir and in the inter-
ests of all the governments. And I mean all.
In a Communiry that wants to be full of life and soli-
darity, there are no such things as hostages. Ve should
all realize this and act accordingly. The second prob-
lem is will the Council be able to give pracrical shape
to the sta[ed aim 
- 
to make rhe necessary amend-
men6 to the CAP?
Ladies and gentlemen, we have been discussing the
criteria of the common agricultural policy ar govern-
ment level for so long rhat they musr nor be allowed to
remain in suspense, like the British problem with the
conribution, afrcr 12 whole years. \7e are trying to
find an answer to the British problem, so let us use rhis
opportunity to look at certain aspecrs of rhe common
agricultural policy. Let us rry and reform things if we
think they need reforming. And once rhe reform is
complete, let the governmenrs and Parliament and rhe
Commission get on with the job and stop talking
about the common agricultural policy every five min-
utes! If the development of other policies is to be cre-
dible, this time we have ro show that the Community
really can implement policies rhat are in line with the
principles and criteria that it has said it has. If rhere is
no control over agricultural spending 
- 
you said so
this afternoon and you discussed it 
- 
and no respect
for the legitimate prorecrion of the farmers' incomes,
then the Communiry's ability to develop other policies
will also be threarened. This is rhe spirit in which the
Commission made its proposals on farm prices.
Now, paragraph 12 of your resolution mentions a
piece of financial machinery that is better adapred to
the relative wealth of rhe different Member States. Ar
this point, I should like to confirm what I have had the
honour and opponunity to say to you already.
First, the prime aim of the Community budget is not to
redistribute the resources among rhe different mem-
bers 
- 
and I say this particularly for the honourable
Greek spokesman for the Socialist Group 
- 
but to
finance common policies [hat are in the interest of rhe
Community as a whole. Ladies and genrlemen, ler us
make no mistake abour rhe aim of rhis Community. If
the Community 'was nothing more rhan one rhat
changed cheques and redistributed resources, then the
interest in it would wane considerably. You, our politi-
cal leaders, will cerrainly understand this argument 
-or I hope you will ar leasr. Thar is nor to say rhar ir
does not matter where the money goes. Vhat it means
it that transfers ro rhe pooresr counr.ries musr be rhe
result of policies that are common to all Ten. Not the
other way round. Then rhe only budget problem the
Community has, the United Kingdom's problem, must
remain. That is what we think. But the cause of this
problem is the inadequacy of Community budget
spending in this counrry.
So, changing the system of conrributions would not
make any substantial difference ro rhe size and nature
of the British problem. Beware of another pirfall here.
Lastly, I should like ro say that the Commission is very
willing ro discuss Parliament's ideas here and take
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them further, once [he Community gets more own
resources. I heard someone say just now that we
should not have responded to the mandate before
breaking through the 1% ceiling. But, ladies and gen-
llemen, think for a moment about the discussion we
have had today. This really would be blocking at all
costs. I think that we all have a duty to fulfil our obli-
gations ih the present framework. Once we have
reached the threshold, we shall exceed the ceiling. You
have the Commission's assurance that, as we get
nearer this point, we shall ask for new own resources,
but, meanwhile, let us go on doing our duty; as we
should all wish.
Point 15 of your resolution regrets that the Commis-
sion has made no clear statement about the budget
questions and the implications of enlargement. Here,
ladies and gentlemen, I feel it is premature, really pre-
mature in fact, to start making budget estimates that
can only be random and flimsy as things stand, with
the big changes to the CAP you have discussed today
and the development of other policies. !7ho would
dare ro say what the overall costs of enlargement
might be in a situation of uncertainty about the com-
mon agricultural policy and some of the Mediterra-
nean products? Do you realize.iust how counter-prod-
uctive it could be to announce the cost and to include
it in the negotiations at this stage? So I shall only give
you my very first impressions that are based on what is
still only fragmentary information.
A Community of twelve will not have enough with the
own resources that are availalbe now. \7e know this,
you know this, we all know. It is also unlikely that the
next enlargement will provoke the general question of
the financial machinery and the expenditure of the
Community budget. And lastly, the elements of infor-
mation we do have suggest that it is unlikely that
either of the two applicant countries will not get a net
profit from the Community budget. I think that is the
answer you wanted.
Mr President, we have worked for a long time and the
end is perhaps in sight. I dare not say more. I am
counting on a positive conclusion from the Council of
3 April and, on this assumption, with gentle optimism,
the Community would have the stimulus it needs and
the political guidelines that should enable it to make
significant proBress on a broad front. It should be able
to respond to the economic crisis, extend monetary
integration, boost our solidarity and develop structural
policies. The patience and obstinacy that some people
in this House have accused me of will get their reward.
Since the beginning of its mandate, the Commission
has had one idea 
- 
to consolidate the Community
and return its driving force by reviving the essential
unity. I should ask the honourable Members not to
forget that the Commission, the guardian of our Trea-
ties, has made it its top priority to unite the Member
States, not divide them. This makes continuing effon
and unusual procedural solutions wonhwhile. Imagin-
ation was certainly called for! Some people believed,
and I understand their point of view, that we submit to
the Council too much. Ladies and gentlemen, events in
the coming weeks and months will enable us to judge
this calmly. I personally am very unworried about it. I
should now like to ask you the following questions:
Is it lacking courage to tirelessly take Commission ini-
tiative by presenting proposals for action day aIrcr day
and week after week on the whole field of Community
activity? Is it lacking courage to maintain before the
Council the son of position that respects the essential
principles of the Community and accuses some, if not
all, the Member States? Is it submitting to the Council
to propose solutions to it that are so ambitious tha[ it
finds ircelf torn between contraditory moves?
I think the European Parliament should make no mis-
take over its contacts and its adversaries. If things were
blocked, it was because of the Member States in the
Council and, panicularly, because of the latter's inade-
quate powers of decision. This is what we have to do
something about. But we won't do it by just alrcring
the rules of procedure here and there. Ve must all
make public opinion ou,r ally in the different countries
and show the national governments and the European
electorate just what challenges the Community can
take up. Ve have to say this in Brussels and in Luxem-
bourg and in Strasbourg. And we also have to say it in
all the countries, in all the national parliaments and to
public opinion everywhere. For the representatives of
public opinion are you, ladies and gentlemen. Since
you have been elected by universal suffrage and not on
the second ballot, you have been responsible for public
opinion. You should be mobilizing public opinion in
each of your countries. You should be exerting pres-
sure. Not just on us here, but on your national govern-
ments. It is by getting public opinion moving that we
will make the people enthusiastic about Europe again
and revive the friendship that justified the creation of
our Communiry 25 years ago.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I call the Council.
Mr De Keersmaeker, President-in-Ofi.ce of the Coun-
cil. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, Mr President of the Com-
mission, ladies and Bentlemen, on the subject of the
questions that have been asked about the projected
compromise, as it is called, which will be discussed on
3 April, I should like to echo most of what the Presi-
dent of the Commission has said. I shall restrict what I
have to say to answering the questions put to me as
President-in-Office of the Council.
Some people have talked about procedure and the
meaning of the meeting of 3 April. I do not need to
reply to this because Mr Tindemans, who will be run-
ning the debate, will so do, but I have to say 
- 
to Mr
Herman among others, and I am sorry he has gone,
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for he suggested we should hold a conclave meering
- 
that the Council, acring on a proposal from rhe
presidency and in agreement wirh the Commission,
has decided that the subject will be dealt with at rhe
highest level and that the dossier will not be sent ro
Coreper. Vhat is the meaning of this?'!fl'ell, it means
that the Council wants to try and find a solurion in the
shon term. This is the meaning of the procedure
which has been suggested and I think it is a good
thing. That is the main thing I have to say ro rhe ques-
tion that several Members of this House, and parricu-
larly Mr Herman, asked me.
A number of Members drew attention to the risk
involved in linking all the subjects and rying rogerher
all the dossiers covered by the mandare. \fhen I dealt
with farm price fixing, I said very clearly rhar I would
regret certain links being forged here. And I would
reBre[ it if links were made within the mandate. Those
people who heard what I said about the four quesrions
on which agreement was not reached, and thought
there was no agreement overall if there was disagree-
ment over the detail, should not conclude rhat rhis is
what I think. I said what had happened, but I also said
that an agreement was emerging, more than that even,
on two of the subjects, that four questions were srill
outstanding and that a provisional agreemenr had been
reached on one thing, the Mediterranean products.
And that a gradual consensus had emerged on rwo
other points, the budger quesrion having been blocked
until only a few days ago.
So that is how things stand. I am reporting ro rhis
House, but do not conclude from it that there has to
be a link between all these quesrions. I rhink it is berter
to express ourselves clearly and recognize thar this sort
of thing makes it even more difficult for the people
who are leading the debate.
(NL) Mr President, various quesrions have also been
asked about the content of the 'proposal', specifically
by MrJunot, bur by other Members as well. I believe,
of course, that it would not have been right for us not
to speak about the events of last Tuesday. 'We must
report on this, and I have given a rough outline, as has
the President of the Commission. But I cannot, of
course, go into any greater deail. I cannot say more
than Mr Tindemans, who chaired the discussions on
Tuesday, has said. The Council has undertaken ro
continue its discussions on rhe subject by the proce-
dure that has been outlined. I have, however, told you
about the general tendency of the reactions, but I
would ask you not to draw any funher conclusions
from this. I have said that all the delegations showed
genuine interest in this proposal or rather this new
approach, this plan for a solution or a possible solu-
tion. All we can say is that this denotes a major change
from the previous siruation of total standstill. That is
what we can say today, and I have even warned
against excessive optimism, for which there are still no
grounds. I feel that should be said.
This does not alter the facr that there has been a
change in the situation and that we can regard it with
more optimism, because there is indeed an opening,
but no more than that. I agree, Mr Thorn, with what
you said about the quality of Mr Hopper's repon. I
understand what the European Parliament wanrs with
regard to the very important quesrion of the mandate:
it wants to make progress as quickly as possible and, as
regards our approach ro rhis matter and the procedure
to be adopted, to do everything in our power to find a
solution as soon as possible. And I can assure you rhat
we shall do so, taking accounr of the possibilities that
exist and of the realities, Mrs Scrivener 
- 
Mrs Scriv-
ener is no longer here, but I believe this must be said
- 
and also and above all of the fundamental princi-
ples of the European Community.
President. 
- 
The debare is closed.
The voting will be raken ar rhe nexr voting time.
(The sitting utas closed at 1 I .4 5 p.n.)1
1 Agenda for next sitting: see Minutes.
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Mr Hutton
1. Votes
o Curry report (Doc. 1-30/82): Fixing of
agricultural prices:
Mr Prooan; Mr Bochlet; Mr Dakass; Mr
Enright; Mr Cohen; Mr Curry; Mr
Kirk; Mr Dakass; Mr Dakager (Com-
mission); Mr aon der Vring; Mr Curry;
Mr lYoltjer; Mr oon der Wing; Mr
Curry; Mr oon der Wing; Mr Dalsass;
Mr Amdt; Mr Curry; Mr Gautier; Mr
zton der Vring; Mr Curry; Mr lYoltjer;
Mr Seligman; Mr Enright; Mr Grffitbs;
Mr Cwrry; Mr Forth; Mr Dakass; Mr
oon der Wing; Mr Conrell; Mrs Maij-
V'eggen; Mr Curry; Mr Grffiths; Mr
oon der Vring; Mr Gautier; Mr Curry
Point of order: Mr Cottrell
Mr Curry; Mr Gautier; Mr Curry; Sir Henry
Plumb; Mr Dalsass; Mr Piquet; Mr Mouchel;
Mr Selignan; Mr Gautier; Mr Curry; Mr
oon der Wing; Mr d'Ormesson; Mr Almi-
rante; Mrs Barbarella; Mr Epbremidis; Mr
Eyraud; Mr Marshall; Mr Piquet; Mr Plas-
kooitis; Mrs Seibel-Emmerling; Mr Selig-
man; Mr Vergis; Sir Fred.V/'amer; Mr \Vekh
o Hopper report (Doc. 1-1/82): Present
position utith regard to tbe mandate of
30 May 1980:
Mr Deleau; Mr Galland; Mr Cottrell;
Mr Forth; Mr Rogers; Mr R. Jackson;Mr oon der Vring; Mr Prout; Mr
Deleau; Mr Radoux; Mr Fanti
Time- lirnit for tab ling anendments :
Mr Kellett-Bowman
Adjournment of the session
have received copies of the 'Rainbow' this week. Have
you any information about that this morning?
President. 
- 
Yes, Mr Hutron, I am aware of the prob-
lem, and the Bureau has discussed it. The reason is a
simple one. It was not possible to have the 'Rainbow'
of yesterday's debates before this afternoon at approx-
imately two or three o'clock. That would mean rhat
the main pan of the agricultural debate could not be
available for the Members. The Bureau has therefore
decided for practical reasons to produce the 'Rainbow'
this time in Luxembourg, thus making a considerable
economy.
Mr Hutton, you will have it next week.
Contents
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IN THE CHAIR: MR DANKERT
President
(The sitting opened at 9 a.m.)l
President. 
- 
I call Mr Hutton.
Mr Hutton. 
- 
Mr President, last night at nine o'clock
I asked the occupant of your honourable seat if he
could tell us this morning the reason why no Members
1 For approval of the minutes and membership of Parlia-
ment, see the Minures of Proceedings of this sitting.
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Mr Hutton. 
- 
Mr President, that does not explain
why we have not had the previous day's 'Rainbow'. I
wonder if you would be able to tell the House when
the House approved this move of the printing to Lux-
embourg, when that decision was made and when the
announcement was made to the House.
President. 
- 
Mr Hutton this is an organizational
problem for the Bureau. The 'Rainbow' has not been
suppressed but will be published. Vednesday's is
nearly available, and yesterday's will be available next
week. So there is no change, only an organizational
problem.
l. Votes
President. 
- 
The next item comprises the votes on
those motions for resolutions on which the debare has
closed.l
!7'e begin with the Curry report on the fixing of agri-
cultural prices (Doc. 1-30/82).
I call Mr Provan.
Mr Provan. 
- 
Mr President, may I withdraw all our
group's amendments to the Commission proposals and
also the one that is in my own name. I have given the
numbers to your Secretariat.
President. 
- 
The amendments you indicate are with-
drawn.'!7e have the numbers.
I call Mr Bockleu
Mr Bocklet. 
- 
(DE) I wish to make the same request
regarding the amendments tabled under the names of
Friih and Bocklet.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Dalsass.
Mr Dalsass. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I withdraw one
amendment 
- 
namely, Amendment No 232.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Enright.
Mr Enright. 
- 
Mr President, I would like ro know
which amendments have been withdrawn by the staff
as a result of its examination, that is, on being found
to be improper amendments.
President. 
- 
Mr Enright, there are no amendments
that fall within the category you mentioned.
Mr Enright. 
- 
Mr President, I simply do not believe
you.
(Laughter)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cohen.
Mr Cohen. 
- 
(NL) Mr Presidenr, I wish to withdraw
Amendment No 255 in favour of Amendment No 302.
President. 
- 
I thank all those who have withdrawn
amendments. I must, however, for the sake of clariry
ask those q/ho have done so to indicate the fact when
the amendmenm concerned come up for voting.
Drafi regulation No 1, Article 1: Amendment No 78
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
I am obliged to advise the
House to vote against all amendments to the regula-
tion and to vote against the regulation itself.
(...)
Afier the rejection of Arnendment No 78
President. 
- 
Mr Curry, do you feel that we have to
vote on all the proposals for regulations, one by one?
Mr Curry, rapporter.tr. 
- 
I would have thought not,
Mr President, unless Mr Kirk is willing ro withdraw
the first one as a sample and to wirhdraw rhe remain-
der in consequence.
President. 
- 
Can we then agree on that? The point is
that formally, according to the Rules of Procedure, we
would have to vote regulation by regularion. If one
Member asks for a vore, then rhat musr be accepred,
but we could agree that unless a vore is requesred, no
vote is taken. Otherwise, we shall have 64 extra votes
that we need to have.
I call Mr Kirk.
Mr Kirk. 
- 
(DA) Mr President, I will wirhdraw my
amendments under protest. Parliament has a Rule of
Procedure which srates clearly that we must vore on
Commission proposals for Council regulations.'S7e try
to take our work seriously, or ar leasr I have, in abling
I The repon of proceedings reproduces only rhose stages in
the voting which gave rise to speeches from the flooi. For
funher details, see the Minutes.
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my amendmenff to the proposed Council regulation.
But I have to note that there are a number of groups
and Members of Parliament who do not want to do
their job and are now willing to vote against all
amendments, even if they are perhaps in support of the
amendments in question; at the same time, they want
[o vote against the Commission's proposal for a Coun-
cil regulation.
I fully understand the tactical manoeuvre which is
being effected. Therefore I withdraw my amendments,
because I do not want to be implicated in any waste of
Parliament's time, since it is a hopeless quest. But I
think that these are unreasonable conditions under
which to work, since we have a clear duty to deliver an
opinion on a Council regulation.
President. 
- 
!7e have voted on Amendment No 78 to
the draft regulation, and tle amendment has been
rejected. I understand that Mr Kirk now wants us to
vore on the regulation. That is not the case.
I callMr Kirk.
Mr Kfuk. 
- 
(DA) Mr President, I have informed you
that I am withdrawing all my amendments to the
Commission's proposal for a Council regulation. I do
not want us to vote on each individual regulation,
since I get the impression that Parliament intends to
reject them all. I feel therefore thar, if we can vote on
the Commission's proposal for a Council regulation as
a whole 
- 
not article by anicle, but the proposal in its
entirety 
- 
we could save a lot of Parliament's time.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Dalsass.
Mr Dalsass. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, if I understand
you correctly, you are putting all the regulations to the
vote. I wanted to say just one thing, because we have
been accused of not liking work. Ve feel we must vote
against all the regulations so as not to go against the
motion for a resolution.
President. 
- 
I appreciate your point, but this is not
the moment for explanations of vote. Ve are about to
vote on the regulations as a whole and not on each
one separately.
(Parliament rejected the Commission\ proposak)
Mr Dalsager, pursuant, to Rule 35 of the Rules of Pro-
cedure, I have to ask you if you intend to withdraw
your proposals.
Mr Dalsager, Member of the Commi55i6n. 
- 
(DA) Mr
President, after the debate we have had during the
past fes/ days, I wish to maintain my proposal.
President. 
-'I7e proceed rc the motion for a resolu-tion.
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von der Vring. 
- 
(DE) Now that the Commission
has stated that it does not agree with Parliament's
decision, I would request that we vote on whether we
are to send our motion for a resolution back to the
Committee on Agriculture.
President. 
- 
Mr von der Vring, am I to understand
that you are making a formal proposal to send the
motion for a resolution back to committee?
Mr von der Vring. 
- 
(DE) Yes.
( Parliarnent rejected this proposal)
(...)
Afier the third indent: Amendments Nos 163 and 164
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
No 163 was the rapponeur's
original text and was rejected in committee, Mr Presi-
dent. No 764 was not discussed in committee, but the
tenor of the Committee on Agriculture's discussion
would make me suggest that it would be hostile to it.
(. .)
Seoenth indent: Amendments Nos 165 and 313
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
I leave the first one to the
wisdom of the House, and the second one I do not
think the Committee on Agriculture would have liked.
(...)
lfter the eight indent: Amendment No 125
Mr Curry, rdpportear. 
- 
I think it is in the spirit of the
Committee, though it is expressed in somewhat exag-
gerated language.
(.)
Ninth indent: Amendments Nos 296/reo., 166 and 254
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
I leave all three to the House.
( ..)
Afier the nintb indent: Arnendment No 255
Mr Curry, rapportear. 
- 
It follows from his previous
No l-2831110 Debates of the European Parliament 26.3.82
Curry
one, and I leave that also to the House.
(.)
Fourteenth indent: Amendment Nos 152 and 299/reo.
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
Mr Adonnino has explained[o me, Mr President, thar Amendment 152 is here
because the text is not factually accurate and rhat the
resolution to which it refers did not bear his name. I
am obliged to accept his statement on that point.
As for Mr'!7'oltjer's, I would prefer the original if by
that time the paragraph is sdll there.
(. . )
Fifieenth indent: Amendment No 300
Mr Curry, rapporter4r. 
- 
I do not see how this can still
stand, Mr President, given the fact that the Parliament
has already voted to reject the reference to the Plumb
repon earlier on in its voting.
President. 
- 
Does Mr'lToltjer agree to withdraw the
amendment?
Mr'!/oltjer. 
- 
(NZ) Yes.
President. 
- 
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von der Vring. 
- 
(DE) Vhat the rapponeur has
just said surely cannot be meant seriously. It surely
cannot be said that Parliament has referred the Plumb
report to committee! It does nor marrcr if the budget-
ary experts in the other group, the Christian Demo-
crats, do not want to stand by their earlier decisions,
but I should like m see them rejecting the Plumb
report in the vote!
(.)
Afier tbefifieenth indent: Amendment No 169
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
I leave it to the House.
(...)
Sixteenth indent: Arnendments Nos 301 and 170
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
I leave Mr'Sflohjer's amend-
men[ to the House. I rhink rhe committee would not
like Mr Hord's.
( ..)
Afier the last indent of the preamble: Amendments
Nos 52, 53,94,276 and 325/corr.
Mr Curry, rapporter4r. 
- 
No 52 is unnecessary; I
think the committee would like No 53. I am against
No 276. No 94 was rejected in committee, and I leave
No 325 to the House.
(. .)
Paragrapbs 1 to 11: Amendment No 35
Mr Curry, rdpporter4r, 
- 
To save you time on the
prices, Mr President, I am obliged ro advise the House
to reject any resolutions which do not conrain a spe-
cific figure, and of those that do I am obliged m fol-
low rhe Committee on Agriculture in recommending
1 4o/0.
(..)
Afier paragraph 1 : Amendments Nos I and 2
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
These were nor available for
the committee to consider. I think they are helpful
paragraphs, but I would not speak for the committee
on that point.
(...)
Afier paragrapb 3 : Amendments Nos 128, 248 and 38
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
Nos 128 and 248 were both
rejecred in committee. I do nor understand Mr
Combe's and so I am against it.
(...)
Paragraph 6: Amendment No 349
Mr Curry, rapportear. 
- 
I leave it rc the House to
decide.
(..)
Paragrapb 7: Amendments Nos 10, 178 and 303
Mr Curry, rdpportet4r. 
- 
The commirree would have
been against Amendmenr No 10. The other two refer
to the Plumb reporr, which we have now vored against
twice. The commirree irelf did not vore on it.
(. .)
Paragraph 8 : Amendments Nos 3 tO dnd 1 80
Mr Curry, rapporteilr. 
- 
I leave Mr Kyrkos's amend-
ment to the House, but I think the committee would
regard the original as berter than Amendment No 180.
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President. 
- 
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von dcr Vring. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I draw your
attention to the fact that the documenm we have
received from the Bureau are not in the proper order
from paragraph 8 on, so that we can no longer follow
the voting properly.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Dalsass.
Mr Dalsass. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I merely wish to
ask whether he is the only one affected or others are
as well, because everything is all right with us.
(Laughter)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Arndt.
Mr Arndt. 
- 
(DE) \Thoever was keen enough to
draw his documents yesterday found that they were
not in the order of voting. Only those who waircd till
today before drawing them have them in the right
order.
(Laugbter)
President. 
- 
I call the rapponeur.
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
This was not discussed in the
committee, but in discussions on related issues there
has been a favourable inclination towards this prin-
ciple.
(. .)
Paragrapb 9: Arnendment No 308/reo.
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
Ve have already voted
against something similar, and so did the committee.
(...)
Paragrapb I 0: Amendments Nos 25 7 dnd 1 81
Mr Curqy, rapporteur. 
- 
The committee would not
have liked Mr Cohen's amendment, and I leave
Amendment No 181 to the House.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gautier.
Mr Gautier. 
- 
(DE) I request, on behalf of the
Socialist Group, a roll-call vote on Amendment
No 181, because we are curious to see who votes
against.
President. 
- 
M"y I ask Members to confine their
requests for roll-call vorcs to the strict minimum, in
view of the considerable expense that this entails?
(Appkuse)
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von der Vring. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I think I
must have misunderstood you. Did you say that we
should go carefully on our requests for roll-call votes
because that costs money? 
- 
Vhen, as here with a
COPA repdn, the entire lobby is voting to throw
thousands of millions extra down the drain?
(Applause. Cries)
(.. )
Paragraph 15: Amendnent No 187
Mr Curry, rdpporter.tr. 
- 
This was [he rapporteur's
text, which was defeated.
(.)
Paragrapb 20: Amendments Nos 259, 280 dnd t6
Mr Curry, rdpportear. 
- 
Against the first two, and I
leave the third one, Mr Eyraud's, to the House.
(. .)
After Paragraph 21:Anenhnents Nos 190, 119 and 251
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
Against Amendment No 190;
the committee voted for Amendment No ll9 in a
slightly different wording and against Amendment
No 251.
(.)
A.fer paragrapb 27: Amendments-Nos 106, 240, 332 and
344
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
I leave it rc the wisdom of
the House.
(. .)
Afier paragraph 29: Amendments Nos 39, 328, 117 and
2t2
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
Amendment No 39 was
rejected in committee; No 328 was not dealt with at
al[, so I will leave it rc the House; No 117 was rejected
in committee, and I leave No 252 to the House.
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(...)
A.fter the adoption of paragraph 29
President. 
- 
Before we proceed to paragraph 30, the
controls indicate that we have overlooked an amend-
ment 
- 
Amendment No 193, by Mr Seligman, re-
lating ro paragraph23.
I call Mr \7oltjer.
Mr \(oltjer. 
- 
(NL) I fail to understand why the
amendmenr occurs at this poinr. A similar rexr is [o be
found at paragraph 35, and that is where it should be
put. It concerns cereal subsritutes and has been put in
the wrong section.
President. 
- 
I appreciare your point, but my difficulty
is that Mr Seligman is proposing ro inserr a new para-
graph 23A wirh this rexr. I rherefore have ro pur ir to
the vote.
I call Mr Seligman.
Mr Seligman. 
- 
It was wrongly numbered, Mr Presi-
dent. It should be 83A. The repon was changed.
President. 
- 
Then Mr l7oltjer was perfectly righr and
the number was wrong. \fle shall therefore reinstate
the amendment.
I call Mr Enright.
Mr Enright. 
- 
It would appear that this amendmenr
does not even fit with 83. In other words, it was an
amendmenr which, as I suggesred this morning and
earlier this week, should have been taken out because
it not longer referred to the ney/ report. You assured
me this morning. Mr President, that in fact you had
gone carefully through all the amendmenrs and that
you had withdrawn any rhar were no longer relevant.
This is clearly not the case wirh Mr Seligman's amend-
ment.
President. 
- 
Mr Enright, you are not completely
right, for the simple reason rhar this is an amendment
which adds a paragraph, so ir creates no problems.
That we are careful is indicated by the facr that it was
renumbered.
(.)
(Tbe sitting was suspended at 10.55 a.m. and resumed at
11.10 a.m.)
(.)
Paragrapb 36: Amendment No 28 1
Mr Griffiths. 
- 
Mr President, earlier on Mr Seligman
said that his amendment No 193, which was down as
an amendment paragraph 23a, should have referred to
paragraph 83a. Having looked at paragraph 83, I find
it bears no relation to this amendmenr at all and it
should have been called, as Mr !7ol{er said, after para-
graph 35.
President. 
- 
Mr Griffiths, if the Parliament is of rhe
opinion that ir is not in rhe righr place, Parliament has
the sovereign righr to decide that the amendment
should not be adopted because ir is in the wrong place.
Mr Griffiths. 
- 
But Parliament did not decide, Mr
President.
President. 
- 
But we sdll have to vore on it. So rhe
question is completely open.
()
Paragrapb 50: Amendments Nos 250, 2Ot and 320
Mr Curry, rapportear. 
- 
I am against all three.
Amendment No 205 is the rapporteur's original text,
which was defeated.
(...)
Afier Paragrapb 55: Amendments Nos 230, 334 and l3i
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
No 230 comes from my for-
mer and happier life, Mr President, so we are against
it. Ve are againsr. the other two as well.
()
Paragraph 57: Amendment No 41
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
I leave it to the House.
()
Paragraph 59: Amendment 210
Mr Curry, rdpporter4r. 
- 
I leave it to the House.
(....t
Afier paragrapb 61 : Afier the oote on Amendment No 77
Mr Forth. 
- 
I do nor vanr to make a big issue, Mr
President, bur I have just seen 
" 
.."u...n..if an event
where one colleague voted for another who was not
able to get to his sear in rime. I hope you will remind
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colleagues that the House does not approve of this,
and could we please ask for it not to be done?
(Applause)
President. 
- 
You are perfectly .nr,r,.O to put it that
way, Mr Forth. Members are requested to sit and vote
only in their own places. If another Member is in the
bar, it is his responsibility and not that of his neigh-
bour.
(..)
Paragrapb 62
(Mr oon der Wing requested a roll-call ztote)
Mr Dalsass. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, I should like to
know who the author of this request is, whether it is a
Member or a group. Always it is only one Member
who sunds up, and we do not know whether he is
speaking on behalf of his group.
President. 
- 
Mr Dalsass, it was quite clear that this
was being done on behalf of a group. This one can see
from here.
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von der Yring. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, if I ask for a
roll-call vote, it is because we in Germany v/ant to
know how our Christian-Democratic colleagues are
voting. Such a request is always backed by 21 Mem-
bers. If Mr Dalsass wants to know how many there
are, he can always ask for 21 Members to stand up.
(...)
Afier the adoption ofparagraph 62
Mr Cottrell. 
- 
I wonder if you could state, Mr Presi-
dent, whether or not Mrs Maij-\Teggen was actually
in her seat during that vote, and whether or not the
gentleman sitting beside her voted in her place?
President. 
- 
I see Mrs Maij-\Teggen in her seat, and I
do not recall whether she was there then or not.
Mr Cottrell. 
- 
Mr President, she was not in her seat:
Mr McCanin voted for her.
(Protests)
President. 
- 
I call Mrs Maij-Veggen.
Mrs Maij-!(eggen. 
- 
(NL) Mr President, what Mr
Cottrell says is true. I was standing there and could
not quite get through, because there is not much
room, and I told my colleague Mr McCartin I was
coming. But because you were akeady taking the vote,
I asked him to vote for me. You are right, but I was
two metres away. If necessary, you may declare my
vote void.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
I think your explanadon is satisfactory.
Thank you, Mrs Maij-\7eggen.
(...)
Paragraph 64: Amendments Nos 212, 336 and 351
Mr Curry, raPPorteur. 
- 
Amendment No 212 ampli-
fies the text.
I am against the other two.
(...)
Paragraph 65: Afier the rejection of Amendment No 214.
Mr Griffiths. 
- 
Mr President, by refusing to adopt
this amendment we are now voting on a paragraph
which is asking us to express an opinion which does
not yet exist in a final form. I appeal to the House not
to vorc for this, because it can't be right and proper,
according to our Rules, that we vote on something
which does not yet exist.
President. 
- 
Mr Griffiths, it is a paragraph proposed
by the competent parliamentary committee and the
Assembly can do with that paragraph what it wants.
Mr Griffiths. 
- 
Mr President, now that we have
voted to accept a draft opinion, though we don't yet
know what it is going to be, I would ask you to refer
to the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Peti-
rions the legality of including in our motions for reso-
lutions references to draft opinions which don't yet
exist in a final form.
President. 
- 
The problem is that the Committee on
Agriculture is responsible for what it is proposing, and
the Committee on the Rules of Procedure and Ped-
tions cannot change it.
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von der Vring. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, would you
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please confirm to Mr Griffiths rhat this vote has
nothing wharcver to do with logic but that COPA is
using steam-roller tacrics to safeguard its interests?
( Laughter and applduse )
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gautier.
Mr Gautier. 
- 
(DE) !7ould you point out ro rhe
House that what we have just voted on is not due to
be discussed for the first rime in the Commitcee on
Agriculture until next week?
(...)
Afier paragrapb 66: Amendments Nos 243, 1lq 67 and
29
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
My difficulty, Mr President,
is to know whether or not rhe vore we take on these
will govern the votes which will ake place in the
Committee on Agriculture next week.
In answer to your specific question, I am against all of
them.
(..)
Afier paragraph 67: Amendments Nos 354, lO9, 242,
138, 139,217,218,219 and 355
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
The commitree expressed rhe
clear opinion, both in the wine secror and in the fruit
and vegetables sector, rhat it did nor wish to discuss
details of the regime in connection with the price pro-
posals. Therefore, I am obliged ro recommend a vote
against all of these amendmenrs, Mr President.
(. )
Afier paragraph 68: Amenhnents Nos 30, 222 and 345
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
I was reproved by the Com-
mittee on Agriculture for entering into the details of
the regime in the course of the price proposals. There-
fore, not wishing the Parliamenr ro repea[ the mistake,
I must be againsr all these amendments.
(. .)
Paragraph 70: Amendments Nos 42 and 358
Mr Curry, rapporter.rr. 
- 
I imagine Amendment No 42
is to simplify the rexr, Mr President. I leave the House
rc decide on Mr Kyrkos's amendmenrs.
(.)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Cottrell on a point of order.
Mr Cottrell. 
- 
Mr President, would you give a ruling
from the chair requesting Members of this House not
to instruct or ask other Members [o vote for them?
The occupant of sear 347 has just asked Mr McCanin
to vote for him. Mr McCanin, to his credit, properly
refused. But will you give an instrucion, Mr Presi-
dent, that Members do not indulge in this practice?
President. 
- 
Yes, but I would prefer very much that
during the vote Members sit in their seat and vore
themselves. I think that should be the normal rule of
the House.
( Laugbter and app lause )
Mr Cottrell. 
- 
That does not quite deal with the
point I made. \flould you insrruct Members of the
House not to ask other Members to vote for them?
That is the point!
President. 
- 
It is complerely super [luous ro makesuch
a request, because the Members kn,,s thar full well.
(..)
Paragraph 71: Amendments Nos 111 and 244
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
This may differ from the
committee rexr. I musr be against them.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gautier.
Mr Gautier. 
- 
(DE) Mr Presidenr, could you per-
haps also tell the Commission what decisions it should
now be guided by, since last week we decided on
exactly the opposite?
(...)
Afier paragrapb 71: Anendnents Nos 69, 2t3, 26g, 142,
143, 339, 32 and 68/rezt.
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
I will leave Amendment
No 69 to the House. I am against Amendment
No 253. I will leave Mr Cohen's amendment ro the
House- I am against Amendmenr No 142. I am against
Amendmenr No 143. I am against Amendhent
No 339. And, if we have gor rhere, I am against
Amendment No 32.
()
Paragraph 75: Amendments Nos 341 and 3G4
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Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
I will leave the first to the
House and reject the second.
(. .)
Afier paragraph 76: Amendments Nos 225 dnd 293
Mr Curry, rdpPorteur. 
- 
The committee did not vote
on Amendment No 226, so I leave it to the House and
I am against Amendment No 293.
(...)
Paragraph 79: Amendments Nos 366, 11t and 245
Mr Curry, ra?Porter4r. 
- 
I am against the first, and we
did not consider the others in committee.
(...)
Afier paragraph 80: Amendment No 44
Mr Curry, rapportear.- I approve the sentiment, but I
am not sure how it squares with today's work, Mr
President. The committee did not discuss it.
(...)
Paragraph 83 : Amendments Nos I 16 dnd 245
Mr Curry, rapporteur. 
- 
I will leave it to the House,
Mr President.
(...)
Afier paragraph 85: Anendments Nos 45, 224 and 229
Mr Curry, rdPporteur. 
- 
I am in favour of Amend-
ment No 45. Ve did not discuss the subject-matter of
Amendment No 224 in committee.
(...)
Afier paragraph 85: Amendments Nos 4 and 225
Mr Curry, rdpporteur. 
- 
I leave them both rc the
House.l
r In addition, the rapporteur spoke, on behalf of the Com-
mittee on Aericulture,
- 
in favouiof Amendments Nos 158, 51,304,333, lO7,
241,264,206,338, 154, 155 and 329, and
- 
against Amendments Nos 295, 297, 167, 126-,3_47,298,
168, 127, 6, 171, 309/rev., 95, 211, 153, 310, 7, 46,
172, 173, 174,302,8, 175, 176, 124,247,37,348, 177,
47,73, 307, 9, 129, 179,48, 130, 118, 11, 237, 3, 182,
l03, 183, 249, 185, 184, 191, 161, 305, 238, 54, 277,
12, 162, 219,278, 186,74, J26, 55, l3l, !3/rev.,96,
97, 13, 104, 188, 327, 279, 14, 16, 312, 189, 57, ll2,
15, 258, 192, 317 /rev., 330, 58, 316, 16, 59, 18, 195,
260, 315, 196, 261, 262, 197, 98, 20, 3ll/rev., 199,
265, l2O, 266,99, 314, 127, 200, 201, 202, 318, 133,
263, 267, 203, 60, 306, 122, I 08, 204, 21, 61, 134, 319,
22, 207, 282, 283, 75, 23, 284, 208, 209, 62, 24, 63,
136, 285,76,77, 286,64, 100, 288, 137, 352, 65, 66,
215, J53, zlJ, 214, 289, 25, 216, 26, 290, 137, 356,
291, l4l,11,221,101, 140, 223, r59,34, 112,214,
340, 3,60, 144, 145, 146, 113, 235, 361,362,363, 292,
ll4, 236, 147, 4!, 
'42,365, 
148, 149,346, 150,294,
70, t5l, 143, 49,50, 33, 40, 102,71, 27, 28,72, 156,
322/ rev., !68.
(These amendments are listed in the order of voting.)
(.)
President. 
- 
I can now give the floor for explanations
of vorc.
Sir Henry Plumb. 
- 
Mr President, you have had quirc
a marathon of a morning, and I congratulate you on
the way you have conducted the business.
(Appkuse)
In view of the lateness of the hour and also of the fact
that we understand there is a strike in Belgium which
is causing some transPort problems, might I suggest
that we tike a vote on the resolution as a whole now
before we nke the explanations of vote?
(Applause)
I understand, Mr President, that there are some
70-odd requests for explanation of vorc, which is
going to take some considerable dme. That being so, I
prt th. modon to the House, and I understand it has
fairly widespread support.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
Sir Henry, I would be very glad if the
House were to follow your suggestion, but I can't take
a vote on it, because such a vote would be contrary to
the Rules, and the Rules must be respected. I can only
ask Members to give their explanations of vote after
the vote, but as long as there is even one Member in-
sisting that he wants to explain his vote before the
',rote,1h.n he has a perfect right to do so. If Members
who have to give an explanation of vote indicate to me
that they are satisfied rc do it afterwards, we can vorc
immediately. So Members are invited to do so'
I call Mr Dalsass.
Mr Dalsass. 
- 
(DE) I am prepared to give my explan-
ation ofvorc after the vote has taken place.
President. 
- 
Then you can only give it in writing.
Mr Dalsass. 
- 
(DE) I have not prepared it in writing
and therefore cannot hand it in. So do I have to make
my explanation of vote noyr or can I do so later? Vhat
is the dme-limit for giving it in writing? If you gave me
a little time, I should certainly be prepared to give it in
writing in order not to hold up the proceedings.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
You can hand in a written explanation of
vote at any time until the end of the sitting 
- 
that is to
say, until about 2 p.m.
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Mr Dalsass. 
- 
(DE) Mr Presidenr, since I do not
know how long rhis is going ro go on, may I tell you
now that I am sadsfied wirh the outcome and there-
fore will not be giving an explanation of vote.
(Laughter and apphuse)
President. 
- 
I call Mr Piquet.
Mr Piquet. 
- 
(FR) I rhink in facr one can hand it in
in writing: that makes ir easier for everyone.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Mouchel.
Mr Mouchel. 
- 
(FR) I agree to submirring explana-
tions of vote in writing if that enables us to gain time.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Seligman.
Mr Seligman. 
- 
I am very happy to submit my
explanation of vore in writing, provided you can read
my writing.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Gautier.
Mr Gauticr. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, rogerher with my
polidcal friends from the SPD I shall be voting against
this repon, because we consider it is inappropriati and
cannot be financed.
President. 
- 
I call rhe rapponeur.
Mr Curry, rapporter.tr. 
- 
Mr President, can you nor
ask those who would not be willing ro do this ro raise
their hands and so avoid going down through a list of
70 people?
President. 
- 
I have drawn up a list 
- 
which has now
been closed 
- 
on which a number of Members have
been wrirren down, and I have to ask them whether
they want to explain rheir vote. It goes quicker rhis
way anyhow rhan if we have rc follow ano[her proce-
dure.
Mr Curry, rapporteilr. 
- 
I will be as staresmanlike as I
have been all through the pan-session.
Presidcnt. 
- 
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von der Vring. 
- 
(DE) I protesr against our being
put under pressure here. I accepr the fact thar it is now
too late to make any explanations of vore, but I think
that if you pur our the lights during rhe vote that will
be a berter reflection of the reality in Europe.
President. 
- 
I call Mr d'Ormesson.
Mr d'Ormesson. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, I simply
wanted, ar [he end of rhis debate, ro pay a tribute to
David Curry for the excellence of his repon. Even if
we have some differences of opinion, I wish to tell him
how remarkably well he has conducred our work.
(Applause)
lVri tten e xp ldn at i on s of o o te
Mr Almirante. 
- 
(17) Mr President, on behalf of the
Italian Right, I wish to say rhar we are vodng in favour
of the report of the Committee on Agriculture pre-
sented by Mr Curry. 'S7e consider the proposals for
Italian agriculrure to be inadequate; but if *i .o-p".e
rhe Curry report with the unjust and, at times, ruthless
attitude of rhe Members of rhe Commission who have
come here to expound on what has very properly been
termed 'the philosophy of privilege', we have ro
acknowledge that the Commitree on Agriculture has
spoken out clearly and courageously and taken some
important sreps forward.
The President of the Council also took a positive atti-
tude when he said rhat a 'fair balance' must be esmb-
lished between Mediterranean agriculture and agricul-
ture in norchern Europe. This is the nub of the prob-
lem, Mr Presidenr. \7e are not looking for special or
unfair advantages for Medirerranean igriculiure. All
we ask is rhat at leasr some of the privileges of agricul-
ture in central and nonhern Europe should be
removed. It is neither fair nor tolerable thar the sur-
pluses from those regions, panicularly in the dairy sec-
tor, should,be paid for by rhe European taxpayei, and
not leasr the Italian taxpayer, while Medidrranean
surpluses 
- 
namely, olives, citrus fruits, tomatoes and
durum wheat 
- 
are destroyed.
As the rapp.oneur quirc correcrly said, there is ar pres-
ent a world food shonage, and while funds and Tood
are bein-g collected to combar world hunger, precious
foodstuffs are being destroyed in the Meditirr"n..n
regions instead of being senr ro help rhose who are
dying of hunger and thirst. Surplus burter, cheese and
milk are sold 
- 
to Sovier Russia, among other places
- 
at reduced prices; citrus fruirc are imponed- from
third countries while in Italy and Greece citrus fruirs,
tomatoes and olive plants are destroyed; a wine war is
being waged berween Iraly and France; and there is
reluctance to allow Spain and Ponugal inrc the EEC
because of the fear that their accession will worsen the
situation. All 
- 
rhis, genrlemen of the Commission,
amoun$ ro a full-scale artack on the whole of Europe
and not just Mediterranean Europe, because it is ln
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this way that nationalistic impulses are jusdfied and
exacerbated.
Ve hope, therefore, thar Parliamenr will adopt the
proposals of the Committee on Agriculture, inade-
quarc though they may be, and parricularly the propos-
al which provides for ar least some adjustment of agri-
cultural prices to the rate of inflation. An increase of
16% could justifiably be requested for Italian agricul-
tural products. It is therefore exrremely difficult to
understand how some can be opposed to even the par-
tial adjustment proposed by the rapponeur and fail to
realize that what they are asking for is a further intol-
erable penalization of agricultural products in the
Mediterranean region.
Mr President, it is not, therefore, a question of pro-
rccting Mediterranean or Italian agriculrure. It is a
question of protecting the EEC from a crisis which
could ovenhrow it and replacing a philosophy of privi-
lege by a philosophy of equity.
Mrs Barbarellu 
- 
(IT) Mr President, not one of the
points we considered essential in order to make the
fixing of prices the occasion also for the launching of a
reform of the common agriculrural poliry has been
accepted. Indeed, the position which has emerged
fror,r the debate in this Assembly seems ro us to be
even more retrogressive than the guidelines and pro-
posals of the Commission.
There has been a total rejection of the attempr ro curb
production in the cereals sector, and the provisions for
the milk sector are completely inadequate.
The document on which w'e are about to vote seems ro
us to be a poor compromise which, on rhe one hand,
makes no effon to deal with rhe surplus secrors and,
on the other hand, by way of compensation, offers
some minor advantages to Mediterranean agriculture.
Vith regard to prices, the line of simply fixing a figure
has been accepted, despite the fact that at presenr rhe
complexity of the agri-monetary measures and the
uncenainry of the exchange-rares make it impossible
rc fix a price-level which would represent in reality a
satisfactory rate of increase for all counrries.
The uniformity of the mechanism in an increasingly
divergent monetary situation revives and confirms all
the existing disparities. Furthermore, while the price
agreed offers undue privileges ro some counrries, it
falls far short of the needs of others. This is why we
feel it is our duty to vore against the texr which has
been discussed.
'!7e should also like ro express our regrer rhas Parlia-
ment has failed to show the sense of responsibiliry
which we feel to be essential in the serious crisis con-
fronting the Communiry.
Mr Ephremidis. 
- 
(GR) Ve shall vote against the
Curry repon, because it simply widens the circle of
those big-scale interests that are hidden behind the
u.nacceptable proposals put forward by the Commis-
slon.
Our negadve vote must be regarded as a protest and
an accusation levelled against the common agricultural
policy and against the Community in general, which,
in this matter of agricultural prices, is working for the
benefit of a group of big-scale interesm which are hos-
tile to the interests of the least-favoured secrions, of
which Greek farmers form a pan.
Ve consider that our negative vote will help our
government in registering its veto within the Council.
As regards the Greek farmers, whom you are con-
demning, by rejecting our amendments, to destroying
their own produce, their representatives have been
present in this Chamber and have followed the debate.
They are resolved not to abandon their produce, and
they hope to improve their living conditions. They will
succeed in doing so by continuing to fight for the
withdrawal of our country from the Community.
Strengthened by the mandate we have received from
the workers who sent us ro this Parliament, and bear-
ing in mind the considerations jusr menrioned, we
shall vote against the Curry reporr.
Mr Eyraud. 
- 
(F) For the French Socialists, ir is a
matter of regret that the debate on agricultural prices
should have taken place beyond the framework of the
debate on the mandate of 30 May, which today is still
not concluded. This means rhar it has mken place
without a redefinition of the CAP, and that is incon-
sistenr.
Most of our amendments have been rejected, and one
is forced to conclude that a majority of the Members
of this House reject Community preference. This, in
its turn, amounts to a systematic refusal of all differen-
tiation of prices, and we can only deplore the fact.
Nevenheless, since the primary concern of farmers at
the moment is that prices should be fixed before I
April, our vote implies acceprance of the 140/0, in
default of the 16.30/o called for by the French Social-
ists.
It is our firm hope thar the Council of Ministers will
take account of this wish of the Parliamenr concerning
price-levels and the dates when they should come inro
force.
Mr Marshall. 
- 
I will vote against the Curry reporr,
because it fails to strike a balance between rhe inreresm
of consumers and producers. The price increases it
would cause would exacerbate inflationary pressures
in the Community. Thus the price of a kilo of butter
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would rise by FF 3 in France.
The Community is still failing to ackle the problems
of the dairy sector. Each cow in the Community costs
Community taxpayers UKL 125. Solving this problem
should become the chief objective of the Community.
My final reason for opposing this report is that it
threatens the future of the Community. Until the CAP
ceases to consume such a high proportion of our
resources, it will not be possible for us to develop
other policies. Yesterday we celebrated the twenty-
fifth binhday of the Community in a sense of sober
realism recognizing the need for our Community to
receive a boost. That boost will come only if we can
develop a new spirit and new policies. This we can do
only if the CAP consumes less of our resources.
Let us vote not for a sectional interest but for the
future of the Communiry and the health of its consu-
mers !
Mr Piquet. 
- 
(FR) Ve are guided in our vote by one
concern and one concern alone: the position of French
farmers and the future of agriculture generally.
It must be said that Community poliry, backed by
decisions taken by previous French governments,
resulted in a continuous decline in farmers' incomes
froml973 to 1981.
In this debate, we have expressed our conviction that,
to permit the development of a modern agricultural
industry, it is necessary and budgetarily possible rc put
a stop to this trend in 1982:
- 
by increasing prices by 160/0,
- 
by abolishing compensatory amounts,
- 
by paying greater heed to Community prefer-
ence,
- 
by rejecting any form of co-responsibility and
Bxation of products.
Despite some reservations, panicularly regarding
monetary compensatory amounts, we shall therefore
vote for the Curry report,
- 
because it proposes a 140/o increase, which
may amount to 160/o in France,
- 
because it proposes the abolition of the
co-responsibility lery on milk and rejects the
extension of co-responsibility,
and because it represents an appreciable step towards
meeting the requirements of French farmers and alle-
viadng the concern felt by the French Government,.
Mr Plaskovitis. 
- 
(GR) Mr President, the Curry
repon in its modified form after the adopdon of the
amendments, lays down an average increase of. 140/o in
the price of agricultural produce, at a time when the
rate of inflation in my country is in excess oI 250/0.
Already, the new Socialist government is making great
effons to reduce this inflation rate, but of course it
will take time to achieve a satisfactory result. \7e will
nor, and do not, ask that all agricultural produce in all
che counries be subject to increases of the order of
250/0, but we do consider it essential to provide for
parallel support measures for Greek agriculture and
more generally for Medircrranean produce, measures
of a specific nature that correspond to the panicular
features of the Greek economy and to the serious
problems encountered by Greek farmers, in order to
prevent a reduction of their income and so avoid any
further abandonment of the land, with increasing
unemployment due to the influx of young peasant
population into the urban centres. Unfonunately, the
Curry report contains no substantial measure, apart
from vague promises, and for this reason we are
obliged to announce that we shall obstain from voting.
Mrs Seibel-E--erling. 
- 
(DE) The decisions taken
by this House today are disastrous. They will not only
ruin the budget of the Community: this irresponsible
incitement to increase overproduction will mean fur-
ther irreversible damage to the environment and a
threat to the health of the people. Consumers in the
Communiry will be hard hit. These decisions run
counter to the mandate we have clearly been given by
our constituents to adopt a new, responsible course for
agricultural poliry after all these years.
On this black Friday for the Community's environ-
mental, health and consumer policies, I shall vorc 'no'.
Mr Seligman. 
- 
I personally shall vote against the
resolution, because if it were adopted by the Council,
a 140/o rise would cause a major increase in the price
of food.
This would reduce consumption and increase produc-
tion. It would increase surpluses!
This, in turn, would greatly increase the cost of the
CAP.
\7ith the present budgetary system, this would
increase the contributions that Germany and Britain
have to pay.
No wonder the British Government wants a new
mechanism for financing the Community!
Throughout the debates this week, Britain has been
accused of demanding juste retour.
This is not true!!
Vhat we ask for is a fair sharing of the cost of the
Communiry, not juste retour,but partage iquitable.
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If this is achieved next week, Britain's whole attitude
will change and the Community will move forward
again into the next 25 years.
Mr Vergbs. 
- 
(FR) Vith regard to the vore on rhe
resolution on farm prices, I should like to say the fol-
lowing about my vote in favour.
By proposing a general average increase of 14% in the
Community's farm prices, or 15.80/o for France, the
European Parliament is responding rc the demands of
the farmers of Europe, whose purchasing power has
been declining for many years. It is similarly respond-
ing to the demands of cane-sugar producers of the
French depanments in the Indian Ocean and the Car-
ibbean.
But apart from this decision on the price of sugar,
agriculture in these overseas depanments, the main-
stay of their economies, is not affected by Parliament's
resolutions, the Commission's proposals or rhe Coun-
cil's decisions.
Fixing the reference price of beet sugar at the same
level as the price of cane sugar takes no account of the
real cost of producing sugar cane. Similarly, the pro-
duction of rum, of geranium and vetiver oils, vanilla,
market-garden crops, panicularly aubergines, fruit,
such as pineapples and bananas, and flowers is nor
considered. This is an enormous deficienry at a time
when the economies of these countries are completely
integrated into the common market and an aberration
a[ a urlre when the Community budget is involved in
the irnancing of vast reorganization plans to promore
the growing of products not protected within the
Community.
To conclude, I should like to express my satisfaction
at the call in the resolution for the same price to be
fixed for Community and ACP sugar. This will ensure
a minimum of fairness and prevent the discrimination
that occured at the beginning of the 1981 marketing
year. But I have very grave reservations about the pro-
posal for the abolition of annual negotiations on ACP
sugar if it is to be taken rhat this paragraph of the
resolution also refers to conditions relating to rhe stor-
age, rransport, supply, erc. of ACP sugar, as this
would conflict with the EEC-ACP sugar prorocol.
Sir Fred Varner. 
- 
Alone in my group today, I vored
for the 140lo increase in prices. I cannot now, however,
vote for the resolution which embodies that figure.
First, a cenain specific majority of the Members here
have divided the agricultural community from top to
bottom today. In the narrowest secrional interest, they
voted against the interests of the indusrry as a whole.
For instance, while constandy complaining about the
co-responsibility levy, they voted for its retention. And
why? 
- 
in order to give a narrow competitive advan-
tage to the Irish or the Bavarian farmer over his Bri-
tish, Dutch or Danish counterparts.
The same majority have set aside the General Agree-
ment on Tariffs and Trade. They have set aside the
Lom6 Agreement. I have watched with fascination the
majority of French Members in this House voting
repeatedly against the interests of every Francophone
territory in the world. You must know thar frivolous
votes of this kind to reject ma.ior international agree-
ments are totally without effect and, indeed, quite
ridiculous.
\7hat the proceedings have shown is that our Agricul-
tural Committee is no longer functioning properly.
That committee, I believe, is the most importanr we
have in this Parliament. 'S7e rely on it to produce a
sensible draft resolution each year on farm prices. Ve
rely on its members to carry the other members of
their groups in the plenary sittings. That has not hap-
pened today. The resoludon as it stands invites the
Council of Ministers to reject with ridicule the views
of this Parliament. Those who have put us in this posi-
tion are the real enemies of the common agricultural
policy. I shall therefore vote against the resolution.
Mr'Velsh. 
- 
By voting for paragraph 35 of the Curry
report, Parliament has requested the Community to
abrogate an international agreement 
- 
the GATT 
-and renege on its commitments under the Lom6 Con-
vention. Parliament also rejected amendments
designed to draw attention to these inrcrnational obli-
gations, thus indicating that rhey are held in conrempt.
Either people did not undersmnd whar they were
doing, which was irresponsible, or they did, in which
case it was contempdble. By its action Parliamenr has
forfeited all right to be considered as a serious political
body: by behaving in a toally irresponsible manner, ir
has devalued its authority and its claim to influence.
Because I value the role of Parliament and have confi-
dence in its future, I cannor vote for the Curry report.
( Parliament adop ted t he re s o lution )
President. 
- 
!7e proceed to the Hopper report on rhe
present position with regard to the mandarc of 30 May
1980 (Doc. 1-l/82).
First indent of the preamble: Amendment No 29
I call Mr Deleau.
Mr Deleau. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, pursuanr ro
Rule 71, we ask that you esablish whether there is a
quorum.
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President. 
- 
There is a quorum. It was established at
the moment it was requested.
(. .)
Afier the oote on Amendnent No 29
Mr Galland. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, I am sorry to have
to refer you to the Rules of Procedure again. You
have told us that it was established at the time of the
first vote that a quorum exists. I wish to point out that,
pursuant to Rule 71, this is not the case.
'\7e do not have a quorum. \7e had a quorum for the
last vote on the Curry report, but we do not have a
quorum for the Hopper report.
I am very sorry. I would ask you to refer to Rule 71
once again and check the result, as I have done.
President. 
- 
Mr Galland, there is in fact a difficulty
with the interpretacion of Rule 71, a difficulty which is
at present under discussion in the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petition, since this rule implies
a cenain contradiction or at least a difficulty of inter-
prer.ation.
This rule clearly states that I have to ascertain whether
a quorum is present on the basis of the numbers pres-
ent in the Chamber at the moment when the request
was made. These numbers, this quorum, I was able to
ascertain a shon while ago.
Then there is a vote 
- 
and this is the problem you are
now raising 
- 
which indicates that there is no quorum
and that the vote is not valid. As a result of this vote,
which took place on the basis of the fact that I had
ascenained the existence of a quorum 
- 
for otherwise
it could not have taken place 
- 
the remainder of the
vote is deferred to the sitting of Monday, 19 April
1982.
I call Mr Cottrell.
Mr Cottrell. 
- 
Mr President, you esmblished that a
quorum exists.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Fonh.
Mr Forth. 
- 
Mr President, I have to point out to you
that the method that you have used to establish the
quorum is defective, because cenain Members who are
in the Chamber and in their places simply do not use
the electronic vote, and I must submit to you, Mr
President, that you cannot use this device. It was tried
on the Friday of the last pan-session when one of your
Vice-Presidents was in the Chair, and it simply is not
adequate. Given how close we were on the electronic
vote, plus the people who did not vote, I suspect that
the quorum is here.
(Cries of 'Hear, hear!')
President. 
- 
Mr Fonh, your argument is logical. The
problem is that the Rules are not so logical and that I
have to establish whether a quorum is present on the
basis of the people present in the Chamber at the
moment the request is made, so that also those who
are, for instance, not panicipating in a vote at that
moment are counted in the quorum. You then proceed
to the vote, because the quorum has been established.
At that moment you are able to proceed to the vote,
bur then there is a further check: you need a quorum
for that vote, and Mr Galland rightly indicates that on
the basis of the Rules we see at that moment that we
have to drop the ircm on the agenda and postpone it to
the next pan-session.
This matter is now before the Committee on the Rules
of Procedure and Pedtions for interpretation, because
it indicates that there is a problem.
I call Mr Rogers.
Mr Rogers. 
- 
Mr President, everything that you have
said is absolutely right, but the Minutes will record, I
am sure, the fact that you declared that there was a
quorum, and you did so on the basis of assessing the
number of people in the House at the dme the quorum
was asked for. Now, as you, as President of the
Assembly, have declared a quorum, that should then
carry through, and it always has before. If at any time
during the vote on a particular issue there are not
enough Members present, then it is not possible to
challenge the quorum again. I would suggest that the
people who challenged the quorum did so too early,
because you were absolurcly right in declaring a quo-
rum and you cannot then check the number of people
who vote on every issue. 'S7hat has happened is simply
that some people did not wan[ to vote on a particular
issue; but that does not dis-establish the quorum which
you have akeady declared. You did declare it; it is in
the Minutes; we have a quorum, and I think we should
proceed.
(Applause)
President. 
-'S7ell, Mr Rogers, I think I should readout Rule 7l again. It says in paragraph 2:
A quorum shall exist when one-third of the cur-
rent Members of Parliament are present in the
Chamber.
They were clearly present: that is why I said the quo-
rum exists.
Then you go on to paragraph 3, which says: 'All votes
shall be valid whatever the number of voters, unless
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the President) on a request made before the voting has
begun'- and that request also has been made 
-'bya[ least. ten Members' 
- 
it was made by a political
group: I assumed, perhaps incorrectly, that that was a
request by at least 10 Members 
- 
'ascertains at the
moment of voting that a quorum is not present.' That
was the outcome of the vote; and that would automa-
tically lead to a postponement of the votes on the
Hopper report to the next sitting. That is the logical
consequence, even if the Rule is not the biggest beauty
in the world.
I call Mr Roben Jackson.
Mr R. Jackson. 
- 
Mr President, we have not really
finished the previous proceedings on the agricultural
prices. I would like to hear a statement from the Com-
missioner as to what he thinks about this resolution. I
saw him trying to catch your eye. I think the House is
entitled to hear from him what the Commission's reac-
tion to our vote is.
President. 
- 
Mr Jackson, I asked for a statement by
the Commission at the moment when the regulations
were voted on, and then I got no statement. I think it
is a little difficult to do it after the vote on the resolu-
tion, because we have abeady proceeded to the next
item, and that is the Hopper report.
I call Mr von der Vring.
Mr von der Vring. 
- 
(DE) Mr President, if two rules
of the Rules of Procedure so obviously contradict each
other, the President must try to get at the reason
underlying them and take a decision as he sees fit,
because there is a difference between the President
interpreting the Rules of Procedure and Parliament
aking decisions. Parliament has the right to decide
nonsense, but the Presidenr must think carefully
whether he cannot take a reasonable decision.
President. 
- 
Mr von der Vring, we had a similar case
during the March part-session, when two occupants of
the Chair gave two different interpretations, where-
upon the matter was referred to the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions. Here, however, it is
not a matter of mere interpretation: this text contains
two elemenrc that conflict with one another, and that
we cannot get over merely by means of interpretation.
Vhen Mr Galland says that as a result of the vote we
cannor carry on voting, he is right.
I call Mr Prout.
Mr Prout. 
- 
Mr President, I am sorry to return to
this question of Rule 7l again, but it is quite imponant
to understand exactly how far the Committee on the
Rules of Procedure and Petitions has already gone in
interpreting this rule.
If you look at Rule 7l(3), you will see that underneath
the text is an interpretation and the interpretation
says: 'A request that it be ascertained whether the quo-
rum is present. must be made by at least ten Members.'
Then it goes on to say: 'A request on behalf of a politi-
cal group is not admissible.'
'!7'ell, Mr President, it has always been the custom in
this House that when one Meober asks for a quorum
the ten Members who are supponing him stand up and
support him. No such procedure was gone through; so
it seems to me that everything that has happened from
the moment Mr Deleau stood up is invalid.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
Mr Prout, I have a request for a quorum
which has all the signatures requested in conformity
with Rule 71 of rhe Rules of Procedure. That request
is there. On the basis of that request . . .
Mr Prout. 
- 
Mr President, first of all, the ten Mem-
bers have to stand up at the time the request is made.
Now if you are saying to me that that piece of paper
was in front of you at the moment when Mr Deleau
made his request, then why did you not make the
announcement to the House at the time? It would be
interesting, Mr President, to see whether those ten
Members are still here.
President. 
- 
Mr Prout, it makes no sense to go on
with this discussion. It is simply not stated in Rule 71
that the Members have to stand up. The only stipula-
tion made is that I need ten Members.
I call Mr Deleau.
Mr Deleau. 
- 
(FR) Mr President, I think your inter-
pretation is perfectly correct. I did not ask you, I
should like to point out to the previous speaker, to
ascertain whether there was a quorum on behalf of my
group. I made this request. at the time of the first vote
on behalf of the ten Members whose names and signa-
tures are on the list you have in your hands. At the
time I made my request, those ten Members were
present. in the Chamber.
President. 
- 
I call Mr Radoux.
Mr Radoux. 
- 
Mr President, leaving aside procedural
questions, I must say I find it deeply regretable that
Mr Hooper's report on the mandare of 30 May cannot
be put to the vote today.
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The Ministers will be meeting in a week's time, and
Parliament has said nothing. This is deplorable. If we
deliver our opinion in April, we shall be doing so after
the Ministers have taken or failed to take, a decision.
\7hat we should have done today is to say what Par-
liament wants.
President. 
- 
Mr Radoux, I share your regret that it
has not been possible to complete the vote on the
Hopper report, but those who wanted to interrupt it
were perfectly within their rights. The Rules of Proce-
dure give them this possibiliry, given the insufficient
number of Members present.
I call Mr Fanti.
Mr Fanti. 
- 
(17) I wish my prorcst to be recorded
also. At the moment ten Members requested the estab-
lishment of a quorum, the President replied that the
quorum was present. As far as I was concerned, that
was the end of the marter, and it seems to me rhat our
effons to adopt a position before the European Coun-
cil have been sabotaged by those who are opposed to
that position. That is the polirical conclusion I musr
draw.
(Applause)
President. 
- 
The vote on the Hopper report will
accordingly be entered on the agenda for the Monday
of the April pan-session.r
I For motions for resolutions entered in the register under
Rule 49, see the Minutes.
2. Time-limit for tabling amendments
President. 
- 
I propose that we set the time-limir for
tabling amendments to all the items entered on the
draft agenda for the next. part-session at 12 noon on
Friday, l5April 1982, it being understood rhat the
time-limits set for the reports held over from this
part-session remain in force.
I call Mr Kellett-Bowman.
Mr Kellett-Bowman. 
- 
Mr President, I am sure that
those Members who are listening to you will agree
what you have just proposed. The problem is that
those Members who are no[ aware of what you have
proposed, when ir comes to the time-limit for tabling
amendments, find themselves without proper inform-
ation and unable to pur down amendmenm. How can
you make sure that Members are informed of rhat
decision?
President. 
- 
Mr Kellet-Bowman, it will in any case be
put in the Bulletin, and the Members all receive that
Bulletin and can read it.1
3. Adjoarnment of the session
President. 
- 
I declare rhe session of the European
Parliament adjourned.
(The sining closed at 1.30 p.m.)1
I For details concerning rhe forwarding of resolutions
adopted during rhe sitting and the dates for the next pan-
session, see the Minutes.
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